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Abstract
Within the context of postgraduate research education and training in the
Australian higher education sector, drafting might be understood as ‘not quite
the final product’ produced by a student who is ‘not yet the final product’ of
the university. At odds with this outcomes focused framing, I suggest that
writing and subject formation, in the context of postgraduate research student
becoming and pedagogy, are mutually constitutive but not identical. The
‘appearance’ of competent writing is, I argue, an effect of the repeated
performance of a particular academic writing subject, instantiated in text, over
time.
The concepts of the social subject and the relational subject are central to the
work of this thesis and I draw on Judith Butler’s work on subject formation and
performativity to rethink identity within a ‘relational framing’. For Butler, the
subject is an unstable, social and psychic ‘self’, formed in and through
discourse and language, over time, through ‘doing’ within certain boundaries
or ‘norms’.
The view of drafting/writing that I develop in this thesis is implicated in the
construction of a particular academic writing subject brought into being
through the mundane and iterative practices of writing, review and critique.
These practices position the student as writer in a vulnerable relationship to
the real or internalised Other (the supervisor and others who might view,
critique and assess the drafts or the final thesis). Drafting, critique and review
engage the participants in moments of address within which the addressee
(the student) is called into being as a subject in particular ways through the
language used to describe the student text. In these moments, the student as
writing subject must respond, and perhaps write a reconfigured self onto the
page. This writing subject is linguistically and performatively constituted –
neither fully determined, nor fully agentive.
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The starting point for the project reported in this thesis is the changes that
students make across drafts and those students’ accounts of the
provocations for what they include, erase, or write differently. Systemic
Functional Linguistics (SFL) is employed to analyse these written changes
and Butler’s understandings of the performative subject moves this analysis
beyond the written text and into the area of subject formation. The changes
and students’ accounts become visible as moments of textual,
epistemological and ontological importance. They become moments of
pedagogical interest.
In taking these changes and accounts seriously, I draw out a relationship
between writing and subject formation that is rarely taken into account in text
biased writing pedagogies employed in the Australian university context. A
staple of these writing pedagogies is the use of discourse analytic techniques
such as SFL to deconstruct ‘exemplary’ texts in order to teach students how
to write. SFL is a valuable resource to do this sort of work, however, even
with the knowledge of how texts work in a particular discourse community,
students make seemingly unexpected decisions about text structure, their
‘voice’ in the text, and particular choices in the lexicogrammar. This project
attends to those decisions in order to explore what else might be of interest
for a reconfigured postgraduate research writing pedagogy that is as much
concerned with who is written as what is written.
On one level, then, this thesis investigates the influences on student writing,
traced through changes in writing over a series of reworked drafts. On
another level, this thesis attempts a rapprochement between open-ended
‘post’ theorisations of subject formation and the highly structured discourse
analytic technologies arising from SFL. Both inspired and provoked by
Butler’s understanding of subject formation, this thesis attempts to proliferate
ideas about what it means to become a postgraduate research writer and the
processes that are involved in this becoming, and to consider what might then
be of interest for writing pedagogy.

ix

Acknowledgements
Many people have made this thesis project possible.
My supervisors, Jan Wright and David McInnes, have provided invaluable
assistance at various stages in its production. Jan has been an ongoing
critical conversant and in the later stages especially, a close reader of my
numerous drafts. David, as a secondary supervisor employed in another
university and therefore receiving no workload allocation for his supervision,
has been more than generous with his insights, his time and support. His
willingness to read my drafts and at times to co-write conference
presentations and papers with me has moved my thinking and writing in new
directions.
The students who contributed to this project – my ‘co-researchers’ – also
gave generously of their time, their writing and their reflections. Without their
input, this project could not have taken shape.
Various colleagues and friends have also kept me going both professionally
and personally. In particular, my colleagues Meeta Chatterjee, Alisa Percy,
Joanne Dearlove and Ruth Walker have maintained an ongoing interest in the
theoretical framing of the project, and Heather Jamieson has made useful
suggestions about writing in those impromptu corridor conversations. Paul
Moore gave me some much appreciated last minute formatting tips and
Leanne Emmett has provided a cheerful hand with my many struggles with
the photocopier. My friends, Judy, Sandra, Andrew, Christie, Jackie, Hugh
and the mob at the café haven’t had a clue about what I was writing but they
kept encouraging me to do it anyway!
My family have also made this project possible. Connor and Khuanta have
maintained their enthusiasm and read drafts for me. Mark has proofread
drafts and fed me in those later stages when all I could think about was
finishing! He has become a sort of Butler fan. Thank you for your love and
support.
x

Finally, my original family – my parents – have made this thesis possible
when all those years ago they let me read up in the mulberry tree above the
back shed. They valued education. My father, Doug, still provides his
encouragement and love. Thank you.

xi

Chapter 1

Why trouble with writing?

Introduction
One does not drive to the limits for a thrill experience, or
because limits are dangerous and sexy, or because it
brings us into a titillating proximity with evil. One asks
about the limits of ways of knowing because one has
already run up against a crisis within the epistemological
field in which one lives. The categories by which social
life are ordered produce a certain incoherence or entire
realms of unspeakability. (Butler, 2004f, pp. 307-308)
The central concern of my project is the question of what it means for a
student to become a postgraduate research writer in the university. I
approach this question through a focus on the relationship between writing
and the student as subject via a critical engagement with what might be
called research student becoming. Becoming signals my intention to work
with understandings of discourse and subject formation that have been
inspired, in particular, by the works of Judith Butler (1987, 1993, 1997a,
1997b, 1999a, 1999b, 2001, 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2004d, 2004e, 2004f,
2006, 2008). Within Butler’s framing, becoming points to subject formation as
a provisional formation without obvious beginning or end, initiated and
sustained through language and doing, over time.
The geographical context for my project is Australia and much of the data that
informs my work relates to the written theses drafts of students in two locations:
a regional university on the east coast, and a university located on the outskirts
of a Capital city. My interest in understanding more about what it means to
become a postgraduate research writer stems from my work as an academic
language and literacy lecturer in these two universities.
1

Students engaged in writing at research level have, for the most part,
successfully undertaken undergraduate and/or postgraduate programs and
excelled in these. Most have a background in the disciplinary writing conventions
of their field of study. But beyond an understanding of the discipline and its
writing practices, there is still much negotiation that goes on in the writing of a
thesis.
The starting point for my project is the changes that a student makes across
drafts. These changes are, at times, inconsistent with advice from supervisors
or significant ‘others’ who have viewed the drafts and so appear incoherent
within the framework of this advice. In taking these changes and these
incoherencies and inconsistencies seriously, I make a case that the
drafting/writing that a research student does is more than the ‘not quite final
product’ produced by the student who is ‘not yet the final product’ of the
university. At odds with an outcomes focused framing, I suggest that writing
and subject formation, in the context of postgraduate research becoming and
pedagogy, are mutually constitutive. The ‘appearance’ of competent writing is
an effect of the repeated performances of a particular academic writing
subject, instantiated in text, over time.
If I can make a case for this claim in this thesis, then I can also appeal for a
more capacious view of research writing pedagogy; one that goes beyond the
current concerns of text biased writing pedagogies. ‘Text biased’ is a phrase
used by Theresa Lillis and Mary Scott to describe ‘the treatment of
language/writing as solely or primarily a linguistic object’ (2007, p. 10). They
cite the ‘texts as instances of genre work’, differently articulated by John
Swales, (1990, 2004), and also by Jim Martin (1993b), as examples of
textually biased work. They go on to argue that a consequence of ‘preidentifying the ‘problem’ [of student writing] as textual is that it leads to
pedagogy and research which takes text as the object of study which in turn
leads to policy and pedagogical ‘solutions’ which are overwhelming textual in
nature’ (pp. 10-11).
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Both inspired and provoked by Butler’s understanding of subject formation, I
take up the phrase ‘text biased’ pedagogy to differentiate this work from the
project of this thesis. I want this project to proliferate ideas about what it
means to become a postgraduate research writer and the processes that are
involved in this becoming, and to consider what, in addition to the analyses of
texts, might then be of interest for writing pedagogy.
My use of the word trouble in the title for this chapter deliberately marks this
project as shamelessly ‘borrowing’ or, more harshly, ‘appropriating’1 Butler’s use
of trouble in Gender Trouble (1999a). It is in this work that Butler calls into
question the existence of the category gender and indeed, the whole notion of
‘the subject’ as a pre-existing and coherent identity category. In its place, Butler
describes a performatively gendered subject – a subject in-process, constructed
through language and discourse through doing, over time. Butler’s performative
subject is a complex theoretical assertion and one that I take up further in this
and the following chapters. But for now, how do I move from questions of the
gendered subject to what I have said is the central concern of my project: the
question of what it means for a student to become a research writer in the
university, the incoherencies and unspeakabilities this might involve, and the
ways in which academic writing pedagogies might figure in this becoming?
In part, an answer is suggested by Sara Salih’s (2002) description of the ways in
which Gender Trouble makes trouble, that is, by:
•

calling the category of the ‘subject’ into question
by arguing that it is a performative construct; and

•

asserting that there are ways of ‘doing’ ones
identity which will cause even further trouble for
those who have a vested interest in preserving

1

I am anticipating a possible criticism here even though Butler says that the face of

theory does change through its cultural appropriations (see, for example, Gender
Trouble, 1999a, p. ix).
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existing

oppositions

masculine/feminine,

such

as

gay/straight

male/female,
and

so

on

(Butler does not deal with black/white in Gender
Trouble). (pp. 44-45)
I want to recontextualise this troubling towards the research student as a subject
and writer within the university by firstly calling on Butler’s understanding of the
subject as performative and unstable, constructed within and through discourse
and language and; secondly, by exploring how students ‘do’ their subjectivity
differently through their writing.
Additionally, as this chapter heading suggests, I want to draw out and trouble
with some of the incoherencies and unspeakabilities attached to becoming a
research writer. If it is the case that these incoherencies and unspeakabilities
mark the boundaries of an epistemological field, as Butler suggests in the
quotation which begins this chapter, then this endeavour will have me butting up
against some of these boundaries along the way. I say this as though there will
be something accidental about this, but really what I want to convey is that my
primary aim here is not to criticise or judge the epistemological fields that
influence the practices of academic writing pedagogy per se. Rather, I want to
investigate the effects of some of these practices on the student becoming a
research writer in the university. To do this, I look to how some aspects of the
field of knowledge and its practices are ordered. And I ask who and what is and
is not recognisable (in/coherent and un/speakable) within this field, its practices
and constitutive categories? As a project concerned with writing, the key field
that I look to is sociolinguistics, particularly the field of Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL) (Halliday, 1994), the Genre theory work that springs from SFL,
and the related textual analysis practices that inform a text biased writing
pedagogy.
My project does of course involve critique, and the sort of critique I am
attempting to do here is one that Butler elaborates in her essay on Foucault. In
this understanding:
4

the primary task of critique will not be to evaluate
whether its objects – social conditions, practices, forms
of knowledge, power, and discourse – are good or bad,
valued highly or demeaned, but to bring into relief the
very framework of evaluation itself. What is the relation
of knowledge to power such that our epistemological
certainties turn out to support a way of structuring the
world

that

forecloses

alternative

possibilities

of

ordering? Of course, we may think that we need
epistemological certainty in order to state for sure that
the world is and ought to be ordered a given way. To
what extent, however, is that certainty orchestrated by
forms of knowledge precisely in order to foreclose the
possibility of thinking otherwise? (Butler, 2004f, pp. 306307)
How to do this type of critique without invoking dualisms is not straightforward. In
her introduction to Touching, Feeling, Affect, Pedagogy, Performativity, Eve
Kosofsky Sedgwick (2003) notes that there have been any number of discourses
invoking non dualistic thought, but how to do this, how to outline what sorts of
cognitive and affective habits and practices might be involved, is not amenable to
prescription. I think it is worthwhile persevering though for the promise of
possibilities, and because thinking non dualistically is something that Sedgwick
suggests might ‘occur at the boundary of what a writer can’t figure out how to say
readily, never mind prescribe to others’ (2003, p. 2). That’s encouraging! And,
particularly so, because this project sits across a number of bodies of work –
queer theory, poststructuralist theory, sociolinguistics, education theory,
academic literacies research and critical discourse analysis. This is a location
that is both productive and uncomfortable – full of ‘stuck places and difficult
philosophical issues of truth, interpretation and responsibility’ (Lather, 2006, p.
52).
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Outline of the chapter
The section titled Finding a place positions my project within a hybrid collection
of informing research and theoretical positions. This collection is not always a
comfortable combination. There are tensions within and across the knowledge
fields that constitute it. The precedents and imperatives for doing this sort of
boundary crossing work are, however, clear and initially identified in this section.
In the sections beginning with Butler’s performative subject, I introduce or
further articulate some of the key ideas of Judith Butler, Michel Foucault,
Elizabeth Ellsworth, Elizabeth Grosz and Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick that I have
found useful in working across and between research writer becoming,
epistemology, text analysis and pedagogy. The ideas of these theorists are
challenging and I work with them more (particularly those of Butler) in the
chapters that follow where I ground these ideas in the writing and accounts of
postgraduate research students.
In a move that is perhaps similar to the traditional rationale or justification move
within the thesis genre (Swales, 2004), I apply some of these ideas in a
preliminary way in relation to a moment in one research student’s becoming, in
the section Clara in-process and in-excess.
Collectively, this work leads to a further breakdown of my research question into
a set of sub-questions. The ways in which I approach these questions in the
thesis chapters are articulated in the final section of this chapter The structure
of the thesis.

Finding a place
Academic literacies and writing research
My project engages with academic writing and fits broadly within research into
‘academic literacies’ – a phrase most frequently associated with Mary Lea
and Brian Street (1998) and one which focuses on literacies as social
practice. This area, however, as Theresa Lillis and Mary Scott (2007, pp. 1314) point out, defies any single definition. It is fluid and ambiguous in its
6

epistemological stance/s, research interests, and applied settings, and is
located ‘at the juncture of research/theory and strategic application’ (Lillis &
Scott, 2007, p. 20). Academic literacies research and practice has developed,
alongside other socially oriented approaches to writing, over the last 20
years, in response to widening participation agendas in higher education and
a consequent linguistically, culturally and socially diverse student body.
Lillis and Scott provide an overview of the differing historical articulations,
operational contexts and foci, and informing theoretical platforms both for
academic literacies practice and research, and other socially oriented
approaches to writing in the UK, USA and Australia. Most significantly for my
project, they note that in Australia ‘explicit focus on student writing in higher
education is a more recent phenomenon and has been powerfully influenced
by one specific approach, systemic functional linguistics’ (2007, p. 10).
Although differently enacted, fluid in focus, content and context, what marks
out an academic literacies approach from other socially oriented approaches
to the teaching of writing is: ‘the extent to which practice is privileged above
text’ (Lillis & Scott, 2007, p. 10, original emphasis). Practice signals ‘a way of
linking language with what individuals as socially situated actors, do, both at
the level of ‘context of situation’ and ‘context of culture’ (Malinowski, [1923]
1994) …’ (Lillis & Scott, 2007, p. 11). Contrasted with practice, is Lillis and
Scott’s use of the term ‘textual bias’ (p. 10), explained earlier in this chapter in
terms of a dominant focus on text as the object of study in academic literacy
research and pedagogy.
Text based and text biased work continues to provide important
understandings of how texts work as they do. Interestingly, however,
postgraduate research writing has been a relatively unexplored area of
linguistic research (Starfield & Ravelli, 2006) and until recently, apart from a
few exceptions, there has been little in the literature on thesis writing that
includes analysis of actual texts (Paltridge, 2004). The work of Sue Hood
(2007), Sue Starfield and Louise Ravelli (2006), Joan Turner (2003), Brian
7

Paltridge (2002, 2004), the special issues of the Hong Kong Journal of
Applied Linguistics (2003) and the Journal of English for Academic Purposes
(2002) are some examples of emerging research on research writing. While
all of this work is textually oriented, it also engages, to varying degrees, with
text as an instance of context of situation and of context of culture. Some also
engages with the notion of self-representation. This suggests a less easy
divide between text biased and practice approaches to writing research and
pedagogy.
Writing and subjectivity research
Equally, my project explores connections between academic writing and the
research student writer as a subject constructed in and through language and
institutional power. This links my project to a particular branch of academic
literacies/writing as social practice work which is underpinned by the view that
writing and identity (sic) function reflexively to both construe and construct
identity in text (see for example, Canagarajah, 1999, 2002; Carter, Lillis, &
Parkin, 2009; Clark & Ivanic, 1997; Hawkins, 2005; Ivanic, 1998, 2004; Ivanic
& Camps, 2001; Kamberelis & Scott, 1992; Lillis, 2001, 2003; Singh &
Doherty, 2004; Starfield, 2002; Starfield & Ravelli, 2006; Swain, 2007; Tang &
John, 1999).
While identity is not dealt with in any homogeneous way across this body of
work, it is generally construed as multiple. Romy Clark and Roz Ivanic (1997)
and Ivanic in her later work (1998), for example, understand subject positions as
‘possibilities for self-hood that exist within the socio-cultural context of writing’
(Clark & Ivanic, 1997, p. 136). Theresa Lillis (2003) draws on the work of Bakhtin
to argue for a dialogic view of student writing pedagogy involving multiple
identities. The text analytic work of Sue Starfield (2002) uses SFL to demonstrate
how a student writer employs the linguistic resources of authority to develop an
authoritative textual and discoursal identity. Starfield’s work connects language
with an understanding of subjectivity as multiple, drawing in this regard on Roz
Ivanic’s and Romy Clark’s work.

8

Subjectivity in educational contexts
My exploration of the discursively constituted subject connects with other
discursively focused work in varying educational contexts. This includes Eva
Bendix Petersen’s (2008) investigation of the ways in which discursive
constructions take bodily hold of, are discarded, appropriated and/or challenged
by an academic within the Australian university context; Deborah Youdell’s
(2006) work on the links between the production of student subjects and ongoing
educational inequalities and exclusions; Norma Koehne’s (2006) investigation of
the ways in which international students are discursively constructed within
academic discourse and the ways in which students challenge or accept these
ways of speaking about them; David Palfreyman’s (2005) discussion of ‘Othering’
in a TESOL university classroom; Margaret Hawkins’ (2005) study of the
relationship between discursively constituted identity and early literacy success
in a kindergarten classroom; Barbara Kamler’s (2001) work on relocating the
personal in academic writing; Theresa Lillis and Joan Turner’s (2001) critique of
‘the problem’ of student writing in higher education; Mimi Orner, Janet Miller and
Elizabeth Ellsworth’s (1996) work on the discursive practices which attempt to
contain excess in writing, pedagogy and research; and, Allan Luke’s (1992)
discussion of early literacy work in the classroom as a discursively implicated
‘technology of the self’. This list is not exhaustive, but it does indicate the range
of ways in which poststructuralist theories of knowledge/power conjunctions,
particularly those of Michel Foucault, have been taken up in relation to education
by both by well recognised and less well recognised scholars and educational
practitioners.
Deborah Youdell’s take-up of Foucault in the work of Judith Butler, ‘for thinking
about schools and students differently … in order to suggest a reconfigured,
post-structural politics in education’ (2006, p. 33) is perhaps closest to the project
that I am pursuing here. Youdell argues that Butler’s ideas of discursive
performativity show how ‘raced, classed, gendered and otherwise marked
subjects continue to be produced and restrained in the ongoing processes of
being marked as such subjects … how particular sorts of learners are produced
9

and constrained [and how the] … performatively constituted subject can still
deploy discursive performatives that have the potential to be constitutive’ (2006,
pp 38-39).
Following Butler, Youdell’s subject is agentive, yet in Youdell’s account of agency
there is no reference to the psyche which is critical to Butler’s understanding of
the possibility of agency and resistance (Salih, 2002, pp. 125-127). For Butler,
and this is a crucial difference between her work and Foucault’s, it is the psyche
that both exceeds and allows for agency and resistance to the normalising
effects of discourse. Again this is a complex argument and one that Butler
develops in particular in the Psychic Life of Power (1997b). I work with this idea
further in Chapters five and six.
Research writing and research pedagogies
Additionally, my project attends to the relationship between student research
writing and pedagogy. Claire Aitchison and Alison Lee have argued that ‘as
an explicit pedagogical category, research writing is often separated from
pedagogies of supervision and research learning’ (2006, p. 266). Despite a
widespread acknowledgement that ‘writing is central to research’ (p. 266),
they argue that ‘[w]riting remains significantly under-theorized within research
degree programs in universities’ (p. 265).
My attention also to the relationship between research writing and ontology
connects my project with other research in this area. This work includes
Robyn Barnacle and Inger Mewburn’s (2010) work on actor network theory as
a way of understanding the distributions and intersections of identity
formation within doctoral education; the collection edited by Aitchison, Lee
and Kamler (2010); Barbara Kamler and Pat Thomson’ s work on thesis
writing as a key site for identity transformation (2006); David Boud and Alison
Lee’s (2005) argument for a peer learning focus in doctoral pedagogy; Lee
and Boud’s (2009) later work framing doctoral education as a set of practices
that produce not only products but also educational ‘subjects’; Robyn
Barnacle’s (2005) paper on the status of ‘knowledge’ and its relationship with
10

doctoral becoming within the context of contemporary higher education policy
and Bill Green’s work on the ‘discursive relationship between supervision and
subjectivity’ (Green, 2005, p. 151).
Work such as this is occurring in the context of a stronger emphasis on
completion rates for higher degree students, greater accountability in higher
education more generally, and pressures from broader global economic and
social factors (Blackmore, 2009; Boud & Lee, 2005; Marginson, 2007;
McWilliam, Sanderson, Evans, Lawson, & Taylor, 2006). Although the
collection of research that I have just cited is an exception, an effect of such a
climate is that research education is generally focused ‘very much on
outcomes’ (Barnacle, 2005, p. 181).
Methodological precedents and imperatives
It is apparent, then, that this project works with and across a number of
disciplinary frames and interests. There are, of course, precedents and even
imperatives regarding doing this sort of boundary crossing work. I have
brought some of these to the project of expanding the possibilities for what
might be thinkable in relation to postgraduate research writer becoming and
to this project’s ‘methodology’. Patti Lather, for example, has suggested that
in order to open up a history of the ways in which thought is shaped,
contained, and in-excess of that history, it is important to attempt to capture
‘the play of both the dominant and emergent knowledges vying for legitimacy’
(Lather, 2006, p. 36). The point of doing this is not to iron out differences or
incommensurabilities, but rather, in a Deleuzian move, ‘to think difference
differently’ (Lather, 2006, p. 47).
In their introduction to Culture and Text (2000), Alison Lee and Cate Poynton
urge the sort of work that attends to the complementarities that might be
available between SFL and poststructuralist theorisations of subjects and
knowledges constituted through language. They also point to the
problematics of context in a linguistic analysis of texts. In the same collection,
Terry Threadgold calls for the usefulness of attention to detail that a linguistic
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description of texts could contribute to grounding the work of poststructuralist
discourse analysis. Alison Lee’s concluding chapter to the collection identifies
issues of analytic authority and rewriting that are implicated in text analysis.
Consequently, she advocates a more reflexive engagement within discourse
analytic work.
Chapter two explains the methodology that I have employed in this thesis.
This methodology becomes apparent in practice throughout the body of the
following chapters, and provides a way of attending, albeit necessarily
partially and imperfectly, to the sorts of issues that Lee, Poynton and
Threadgold have raised in relation to context, reflexivity and possible
complementary moments between post theorisations of the subject and SFL.
Judith Butler’s work, which I elaborate in the following sections, further urges
me to employ a methodology that attends to becoming over time.

Butler’s performative subject
As Butler acknowledges in the 1999 preface to Gender Trouble, the meaning of
the word ‘performative’ has been open to some interpretation and reworking by
herself and others (p. xiv). In Gender Trouble, Butler is concerned with the
regulatory construction of gender. Rather than being a ‘natural’ fixed and preexisting category, gender is a performative effect of reiterative acts, ‘a ritual,
which achieves its effects through its naturalization in the context of a body,
understood, in part, as a culturally sustained temporal duration’ (1999a, p. xv).
Additionally, performativity of gender involves ‘an anticipation of a gendered
essence’ (p. xv). Gender, instead of being an internal feature of ourselves, is a
stylized repetition of bodily acts which themselves are effects of discourse.
Butler’s work on body performativity is extended in Bodies that Matter (Butler,
1993) to an enquiry into the physical and discursive conditions that render some
bodies legible and others abject, that is, outside of legitimating structures. The
abject, as Butler writes, ‘forms the constitutive outside of the domain of the
subject’ (1993, p. 3) and defines the limits of the subject’s domain (‘I would rather
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die than be that!’). This involves not only the body but also the psyche in loss and
melancholy, excess and abjectness.
In Excitable Speech (1997a), Butler moves towards a theory of performativity
that involves a more complex analysis of the role of language in the discursive
formation of the body. Magnus argues that this shift from Butler’s earlier focus on
gender performativity in Gender Trouble, that is, her account of the ways in
which ‘particular gestures, individual habits, concrete bodies, and social rituals
serve the performance of gender’ (2006, p. 82), limits the subject’s possibility for
agency to ‘the discursive effects of interpellation and naming’ (p. 82). This is also
a criticism that was raised earlier by Benhabib (see, for example, Benhabib,
1995, p. 21) and is one which Butler addresses and responds to in the 1999
preface to Gender Trouble and elsewhere, for example, Giving an Account of
Oneself (2001) and Changing the Subject (2004b).
Perhaps one of Butler’s most straightforward responses to this criticism appears
in Changing the Subject. Here Butler speaks of the role of language in forming
the subject, that is, through ‘the received grammar’ and ‘ordinary’ language
which limits what and who is intelligible. Calling into question the ordinariness of
that language invites a consideration of how we structure the world through
language and who and what is intelligible within it. Subjects form themselves
through iterations of intelligible actions and language but in these iterations there
is the possibility of change, of doing something differently. There are, however,
limits to what this difference might involve – limits to the intelligibility of
difference. As Butler says in her introduction to Gender Trouble, ‘the iterability of
performativity is a theory of agency, one that cannot disavow power as the
conduit of its own possibility’ (1999a, p. xxiv).
Performativity, then, is as much about self-forming as it is about being formed
through and within discourse and language. And, while Butler’s perceived shift to
a stronger focus on language in the coming into being of a social subject has
been challenged, it is this focus which is of particular interest to me here in my
project.
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Becoming a postgraduate research writing subject
My project deals with the mundane; with everyday pedagogical practices and
with students that appear unremarkable. In colour and race, for example,
none of the students whose writing and experiences inform this project are
identifiably Other, used here in a Foucauldian and Butlerian sense to indicate
the ways in which certain ways of being are differentiated or ‘othered’ by
reference to some socially constructed ‘norm’. Likewise, the pedagogical
practices that I explore in this project are ‘legitimised’ within the academy; but
this is precisely why I want to suggest that they are of interest.
Specifically, I want to explore whether the postgraduate research student as
writing subject might be understood using Butler’s performativity in its bodily and
linguistic dimensions. Perhaps to even suggest that one might want to is a
monstrous (Hodge, 1995) affront, as there is no readily identifiable politics to
justify such an attempt. There seems to be no apparent issues of violence or
exclusion that might be uncovered by such an attempt as there is most obviously
with issues of gender, sexuality, race, and more recently, disability (see, for
example, Samuels, 2002).
In the 1999 Preface to Gender Trouble, Butler addresses the question of whether
the theory of performativity can be applied to matters of race. Her response
sheds some light on my question about its application to the student as a writing
subject and to writing pedagogy. She suggests ‘that the question to ask is not
whether the theory of performativity is transposable onto race, but what happens
to the theory when it tries to come to grips with race’ (1999a, p. xvi). She also
suggests, that when considering whether race is constructed in the same way as
gender, ‘no single account of construction will do’ (p. xvi) and that these
categories (of race, of gender, of ability/disability, and…?) often find their most
powerful articulations through each other, and act as backgrounds for each
other. This suggests that my application of Butler’s theorisation of the
performative subject may well be productive. My application of her work in
relation to the texts and accounts that inform this project may well expand text
biased accounts of what is involved in becoming a postgraduate research writer.
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In this thesis, I have adopted the term the subject who writes in addition to the
term, the writing subject. Both of these terms are used deliberately. On the one
hand, the term the subject who writes indicates a capacious view of the subject,
that is, one who in addition to writing does a lot of other things besides, as a
raced, gendered, classed (and more) subject. On the other hand, I employ the
term a writing subject to identify a particular delineated and contained subject. I
want to acknowledge David McInnes (2003) for this insight and distinguishing
terminology.
The subject who writes is neither fixable within static identity categories nor
reducible to the text that he/she produces. Nor is the multiplicity, implied by the
more capacious term, subject who writes, reducible to a ‘mere doubling or multicentring of proliferating subjects’ (Grosz, 1994, p. 192, cited in Pullen, 2006,
p.291). Rather, the subject who writes is, following Deleuze and Guattari’s (1980)
rhizomatic understandings, an ‘ever-changing, non totalizable collectivity, an
assemblage defined, not by its abiding identity or sameness over time, but
through its capacity to undergo permutations and transformation’ (Grosz, 1994,
p. 192, cited in Pullen, 2006, p.291).

Stylizing a writing subject
What counts as a person? What counts as a coherent
gender? What qualifies as a citizen? Whose world is
legitimated as real? Subjectively we ask: Who can I
become in such a world where the meanings and limits
of the subject are set out in advance for me? By what
norms am I constrained as I begin to ask what I may
become? And what happens when I begin to become
that for which there is no place within the given regime
of truth? Is this not precisely what is meant by the
“desubjugation of the subject in the play of … the
politics of truth” (my translation)?
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At stake here is the relation between the limits of
ontology and epistemology, the link between the limits
of what I might become and the limits of what I might
risk knowing. (Butler, 2004f, pp. 314-315)
By working with Butler’s understandings of the performative subject, I am
presupposing the possibility that the postgraduate research writing subject, like
the sexed and gendered subject, is implicated in various dynamics of discursive
and institutional power; is interpellated performatively; is something that one
does over time rather than something one is. I am also suggesting that the
connection that Butler makes between epistemology and ontology, in the
quotation above, is critical for any work concerned with pedagogy, as my project
is.
But how does the subject who writes become the writing subject? In What is
Critique (2004f), Butler’s essay on Foucault, she explains that what appears
to be a natural way of ordering the world, an epistemic order, has a
governmentalising effect on ontology. Becoming a subject is not a single act;
rather, it is a stylized relation to the governmentalising demands placed upon
the subject. What this means is that style can’t be totally known in advance: ‘it
incorporates a contingency over time that marks the limits to the ordering
capacity of the field in question’ (Butler, 2004f, p. 314). So this stylization
produces ‘a subject which is not readily knowable under the established
rubric’ (Butler, 2004f, p. 314).
Stylization is an idea that I take up briefly towards the end of this chapter in
relation to ‘Clara’ and three drafts of a section of her thesis, arguing there, and
again in Chapters five, six and seven, that a perhaps unintended effect of textual
analysis is to reduce the subject who writes to the text that he or she produces.
The subject becomes, at this moment, the contained writing subject, effectively
erasing from view the complexities of learning to write as a research student –
the silences, voices and negotiations that this writing involves.
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Butler also goes on to say that for Foucault, critique brings about desubjugation
of the subject in the context of what he calls ‘the politics of truth’. Butler
elaborates, saying that the politics of truth involves delimiting in advance what
will and will not count as truth. These politics order the world ‘in certain regular
and regulatable ways, and which we come to accept as the given field of
knowledge’ (Butler, 2004f, p. 314). This, says Butler, becomes salient to the
question of who can be a subject and what will count as knowledge.

Subjects in-process and in-excess
I began this chapter by suggesting that the processes of becoming a writer in the
university and engaging with the pedagogical practices that surround this
becoming are marked by certain inconsistencies and unspeakabilities. I want to
ground this assertion in an example and look to see what these inconsistencies
and unspeakabilities might reveal if we do not move too quickly to foreclose
around them by naming them in some recognisable way.
To do this, I want to extract a segment of text from its context, leaving aside for a
moment the politics of deciding what constitutes context and the difficulties and
discursive erasure involved in extracting any text from its context. These are
issues that I do take up in Chapter two and Chapter three. They become a
particular focus again in Chapter seven. But here I will grab hold of Sara Salih’s
(2003) assurance that ‘Butler herself would appreciate that contexts (to cite
Derrida again) are non saturable, liable to be broken with, never finally
determinable’2(p. 45).
The extracts are from the written drafts and accounts of the drafting process of a
Doctor of Education (EdD) student, Clara. Neither this student’s writing, nor her
account of the drafting process are extraordinary in the sense that they contain at
least something that is recognisable by most of us. But this very ordinariness

2

Salih’s original text contains the following endnote: 17Butler, Bodies That Matter,

242; Derrida, ‘Signature Event Context’, 104.
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belies the complexity of becoming a research writing subject within the
contemporary university.
The higher education context is the focus of Chapter three. But briefly here, this
context is, according to Gallagher (2000), one in which the goals of business,
government and education have increasingly converged, giving rise to the
emergence of the ‘entrepreneurial university’. Within this context, Fairclough
(1995) has argued that ‘institutions of higher education come increasingly to
operate under government pressure, as if they were ordinary businesses
competing to sell their products to consumers’ (1995, p. 41). Pedagogy, I argue
in Chapter three, within such discursive formations, is under pressure to focus
increasingly on outcomes and products. ‘Skill-talk’ (Bolton & Hyland, 2003), for
example, as it manifests in research and/or graduate attributes discussions,
policies and practices, is commonplace. Skill-talk projects a particular view of the
student as product of the university. The lists of graduate and research attributes
on any Australian university website elaborate a view of the student as product;
as one who knows, understands, has skills, capacities, abilities and who also has
confidence, appreciates, values, desires, acknowledges, accepts and has ethical
standards etc. A focus on product, where students are determined as knowing or
not, having confidence or not, valuing or not and so on, favours an outcomes
driven pedagogy. Imagining the student in terms of such attributes provides a
knowable, determinable and, at times, measurable view of the learning and
teaching work of universities. There is a positive value attached to the notion of
an orderly progression towards, and development of graduate attributes.
Graduate attributes accounts showcased by universities suggest a relatively
unproblematic, linear unfolding of the student as product of the university, with
strategic interventions along the way.
The experience of teaching and learning is, however, rarely so clear-cut, so
orderly, so determinable. Clara’s experience messes with this account of how
students become authorised as graduates and researchers in the university. It
points also to some connections between becoming a writing subject in the
university, knowledge making and the role that writing might play within this.
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Clara in-process and in-excess
Clara conducted a qualitative study of the role that the arts play in ‘lifelong
learning’. Over a period of three months, she produced three drafts of the
methodology section of her thesis. Clara gave the first of these drafts to her
supervisors (reviewers 1 and 2 in Table 2). She made some changes as a
result of the feedback she received from them, redrafted the section and gave
copies of this second draft to lecturers and students in her faculty as part of a
workshop on methodology. As part of the workshop process, one doctoral
student and two lecturers (reviewers 3, 4, and 5 respectively, in Table 3)
individually annotated their second draft copies and returned them to Clara.
After the workshop, Clara produced a third draft. Table 1 below contains the
three drafts of an excerpt from Clara’s methodology section. Table 2 below
contains the first draft, the comments made on this draft by reviewers 1 and 2
and Clara’s subsequent redraft – draft 2. Table 3 contains draft 2, comments
made on this draft by reviewers 3, 4, and 5, and Clara’s subsequent redraft –
draft 3.
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Table 1 Three drafts
Draft 1 (July 19th)
Data Collection techniques
A range of collection techniques are expected in case study research
(Robson, 1993). Tellis (1997:6) states ‘validity is especially
problematic in case study research and therefore as Yin (1994:
check pg no.) confirms “Multiple sources of evidence is an important
aspect of case study research and assists in establishing the validity
and reliability of analysis of data collected”. The case studies were
developed using a variety of data sources, which included:
1. Three sets of participant interviews – pre course, post course 1
week, post course 4-6 months
2. Participant reflection of learning experiences

Draft 2 (early September)
Data Collection techniques
A range of collection techniques should be
employed in case study research (Robson,
1993). Yin states that it is important to have
multiple sources of evidence in case study
research as it assists in establishing the
validity and reliability of the analysis
undertaken from the data collected. The case
studies in this investigation were developed
using a variety of data sources, which
included:
1. three sets of participant interviews – pre
course, post course 1 week, post course
4-6 months

3. Interviews with a variety of people from the arts learning provider
4. Review of documents and artefacts from the arts learning
programs
5. Researcher’s experience as a participant in the arts learning
programs and other field notes collected during the research
process
Observation of participation and interaction during a ‘learning through
the arts’ program was initially considered as a data source for this
research but after lengthy discussions with the performing arts
provider it was decided that this data collection process would have
an adverse impact on the learning experience of the participants
involved.

2. participant reflection of learning
experiences
3. interviews with a variety of people from
the arts learning provider
4. review of documents from the arts
learning programs
5. simple observation by the researcher as
a participant in the arts learning provider
programs under investigation.

Draft 3 (September 26th)
Data Collection techniques
A range of collection techniques should be
employed in case study research (Robson,
1993). Yin states that it is important to have
multiple sources of evidence in case study
research as it assists in establishing the
validity and reliability of the analysis
undertaken from the data collected. The
case studies in this investigation were
developed using a variety of data sources,
which included:
1. Semi-structured interviews with
participants – (pre course, post course
1 week, post course 4-6 months
2. Semi- structured interviews with key
people at the arts learning provider
3. Participant reflection of learning
experiences
(Modes Of Learning Inventory MOLI)
4. Review of documents from the arts
learning programs
5. Simple observation by the researcher
as a participant in the arts learning
provider programs under investigation
Following is a detailed discussion of each of
the data techniques used in this research.

1.Interviews
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Table 2 Changes between drafts 1 and 2 and comments reviewers 1 and 2 (supervisors)
Draft 1
Data Collection techniques
A range of collection techniques are expected in case study
research (Robson, 1993). Tellis (1997:6) states ‘validity is
especially problematic in case study research and therefore
as Yin (1994: check pg no.) confirms “Multiple sources of
evidence is an important aspect of case study research and
assists in establishing the validity and reliability of analysis of
data collected”. The case studies were developed using a
variety of data sources, which included:
1. Three sets of participant interviews- pre course, post
course 1 week, post course 4-6 months
2. Participant reflection of learning experiences
3. Interviews with a variety of people from the arts
learning provider
4. Review of documents and artefacts from the arts
learning programs
5. Researcher’s experience as a participant in the arts
learning programs and other field notes collected
during the research process
Observation of participation and interaction during a ‘learning
through the arts’ program was initially considered as a data
source for this research but after lengthy discussions with the
performing arts provider it was decided that this data
collection process would have an adverse impact on the
learning experience of the participants involved.

Comments
Reviewer 1
•

‘Different way of looking at
validity and reliability in
qualitative research’ (written next
to paragraph 1)
• ‘Participant observation of’
(written next to point 5)
• ‘It was decided’…(written next to
last paragraph)
Reviewer 2
•
•
•
•
•

‘are expected’ crossed out
‘should be employed’ inserted
‘delete negative quote’
(paragraph 1)
Lower case on beginning word
for each dot point.
‘move [the last paragraph] to
earlier or ditch’
‘not negative’ written next to last
paragraph

Draft 2
Data Collection techniques
A range of collection techniques should be
employed in case study research (Robson,
1993). Yin states that it is important to have
multiple sources of evidence in case study
research as it assists in establishing the
validity and reliability of the analysis
undertaken from the data collected. The
case studies in this investigation were
developed using a variety of data sources,
which included:
1. three sets of participant interviewspre course, post course 1 week,
post course 4-6 months
2. participant reflection of learning
experiences
3. interviews with a variety of people
from the arts learning provider
4. review of documents from the arts
learning programs
5. simple observation by the
researcher as a participant in the
arts learning provider programs
under investigation.
Last paragraph deleted
1.Interviews
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Table 3 Changes between drafts 2 and 3 and comments reviewer 3 (lecturer), reviewer 4 (lecturer), and 5 (fellow doctoral student)
Draft 2
Comments
Draft 3
Data Collection techniques
A range of collection techniques should be employed
in case study research (Robson, 1993). Yin states
that it is important to have multiple sources of
evidence in case study research as it assists in
establishing the validity and reliability of the analysis
undertaken from the data collected. The case studies
in this investigation were developed using a variety of
data sources, which included:
1. three sets of participant interviews – pre
course, post course 1 week, post course 4-6
months
2. participant reflection of learning experiences
3. interviews with a variety of people from the
arts learning provider
4. review of documents from the arts learning
programs
5. simple observation by the researcher as a
participant in the arts learning provider
programs under investigation.

Reviewer 3
Single written comment‘participant observer?’
Reviewer 4
no comment on this
section
Reviewer 5
‘simple’ crossed out in
point 5

Data Collection techniques
A range of collection techniques should be employed in case
study research (Robson, 1993). Yin states that it is important to
have multiple sources of evidence in case study research as it
assists in establishing the validity and reliability of the analysis
undertaken from the data collected. The case studies in this
investigation were developed using a variety of data sources,
which included:
1. Semi-structured interviews with participants – (pre course,
post course 1 week, post course 4-6 months
2. Semi-structured interviews with key people at the arts
learning provider
3. Participant reflection of learning experiences (Modes Of
Learning Inventory MOLI)
4. Review of documents from the arts learning programs
5. Simple observation by the researcher as a participant in the
arts learning provider programs under investigation
Following is a detailed discussion of each of the data techniques
used in this research.

Last paragraph deleted
1.Interviews
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In summary, the changes between the drafts were as follows:
Between drafts 1 and 2
•

The Tellis quotation has been removed (possibly in response to
reviewer 1’s comment: ‘different way of looking at validity and reliability
in qualitative research’; and reviewer 2’s comment: ‘delete negative
quote’ written in the margins of draft 1).

•

The highly modalised claim ‘should be employed’ replaces ‘are
expected’. This claim is supported with a backgrounded reference to
Robson, a paraphrase of Yin’s work rather than the direct quote used
in the first draft, and with explicit reasoning ‘as it assists in establishing
the validity and reliability of the analysis …’ This explicit reasoning
replaces the earlier implicit building of the case for the research design
through foregrounding the names of ‘authorities’ in the field.

•

Capitals on numbered items have been removed (response to
reviewer 2).

•

The last paragraph which identifies a change of plan in relation to how
data was to be collected has been deleted (response to the ‘negative’
written against this paragraph by reviewer 2) and replaced with the
sub-heading: 1. Interviews.

•

‘Researcher’s experience as a participant’ has become ‘simple
observation by the researcher as participant’ (perhaps related to
reviewer 1’s comment: ‘participant observation of’ written next to point
5 in the first draft )

Some of these changes appear to be attributable to the comments and
directions of reviewers 1 and 2 (for example, reviewer 2’s direction to use
should be employed rather than are expected; and the direction to remove a
negative quote). Other text changes, such as the backgrounding of
references to authorities in the field, the paraphrase of Yin and the explicit
reasoning, cannot be so easily traced.
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Between drafts 2 and 3
•

Five numbered items foreground the technique type rather than details
(eg ‘three sets of participant interviews’ is replaced with ‘semistructured interviews with participants’).

•

Replacement of order of points 2 and 3 (points now ordered by
technique type, that is, the semi structured interviews cover the first
two dot points, followed by participant reflection, review of documents,
and simple observation in the subsequent dot points).

•

‘a variety of people’ replaced with ‘key people’.

•

Modes of Learning Inventory (MOLI) added to participant reflection of
learning experiences in point 3.

Looking at draft 3, and the reviewers’ comments, we might conclude that the
comments from reviewers 3, 4, and 5 were minimal and largely ignored. More
remarkably, on draft 3, Clara makes changes not indicated by any of the
reviewers’ annotations on this section of her draft. These include her
reference to the MOLI framework and the new section at the end where she
provides detailed explanations of each data collection technique, the
foregrounding of technique types, and the grouping of her numbered items
according to technique type. Despite comments from reviewer 5 to the
contrary, Clara keeps ‘simple’ in draft 3.
So what is going on here? Do these drafts allow us to ‘read off’ Clara’s
development as a writer, causally related to particular strategic interventions
in the form of reviewers’ comments? Are the drafts examples of ‘less than
adequate’ linguistic choices in the production of a disciplinary and genre
appropriate text? Or, is there something else?
On first viewing Clara’s methodology appears to be very straightforward,
written in a style in which Clara is apparently absent as author or agent
(verbs are passive with no apparent agent) except when she refers to herself
as ‘the researcher’.
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The draft excerpts identify most of what Clara did as a researcher. She
•

conducted interviews

•

asked participants to reflect on their experiences

•

used a protocol called MOLI to guide participants’ reflections

•

researched relevant documents

•

participated in an arts learning experience

These doings or, to use the terminology of SFL, these material and verbal
processes are reported in her drafts without an obvious actor/sayer. They
have been captured in the grammar of Clara’s writing as participants or
things: ‘participants interviews’, ‘participant reflection’, ‘interview data’,
‘participant observation’, ‘review of documents’, ‘simple observation’.
Clara’s decision to remove reference to herself from her writing in these ways
appears to locate Clara within a positivist research paradigm where
knowledge is viewed as objective. Ivanic and Camps (2001) for example,
propose that different positions on an epistemological continuum, that is ‘from
the view that knowledge is objective and universally true to the view that
knowledge is subjective and situated in local experience’ (p. 18) can be
carried by a variety of lexical and syntactic features. At the ‘objective’ end of
this continuum, the features they identify are:
•

present tense verbs to express “universal” truths

•

categorical verbs (that is, those that are not modalised to
express tentativeness or uncertainty)

•

“state” verbs (what Halliday call “relational processes”)
such as forms of the verbs “be,” “have,” “appear,”
“contain,” presenting indisputable “facts”
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•

a lack of verbs referring to the processes of research,
thinking, and writing

•

a lack of references to researchers and theorists as
human agents of these processes. (p. 18)

In draft 1, Clara refers to Tellis as an agent/theorist who ‘states’. Clara,
however, couples this with Yin ‘confirms’, potentially weakening rather than
strengthening the ‘truth value’ of Tellis’ statement by suggesting that the
statement needs confirmation. The other theorist, Robson, is cited in brackets
and hence occupies a backgrounded position in the sentence structure; it is
Robson’s statement that is foregrounded, not Robson. Clara also uses
present tense verbs: ‘confirms’, ‘states’. By drafts 2 and 3, the Tellis
reference has been removed.
In draft 3, Clara moves from the present tense unmodalised form of the first
sentence, ‘A range of collection techniques are expected in case study
research (Robson, 1993)’, to the highly modalised ‘should be’ in ‘A range of
collection techniques should be employed in case study research’ (Robson,
1993), following the directions of reviewer 2. This might appear to be a
contrary move (following Ivanic’s and Camps’ formula) that weakens the
objective tone of Clara’s research. Emphasising the obligation through the
use of ‘should’ potentially has the contrary effect of opening up an element of
doubt rather than shoring up the certainty of an unmodalised proposition.
What I want to argue in the next section, and in the rest of this thesis, is that
these language choices are the effects of, or perhaps, the traces of becoming
of an academic writing subject in ways that don’t negate, but do exceed, the
interests of text biased or even text based academic writing pedagogy. Take,
for example, the suggestion made by Ivanic and Camps (2001) that students
can be taught how to position themselves as writers with particular
epistemological stances, value, judgements and relationships to their
readers. This can be achieved through explicitly teaching the linguistic
choices available to adopt particular positions, judgements and relationships.
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Students are then able to select, as Ivanic and Camps suggest, from ‘the
disciplinary dress codes’ that are available to them, ‘creatively mixing and
matching’ from the available stock of ‘second hand clothes’ available within a
particular disciplinary discourse community (Ivanic & Camps, 2001, p. 21).
While this metaphor gets to the heart of Michael Halliday’s (1994)
understanding of written and spoken language as consisting of a set of
systems, ‘a network of interlocking options’ (p. xiv) which offer the speaker or
writer choices in how he/she might express meaning, it also suggests that the
academic subject who makes these choices is one already formed, and adds
onto this formation, style, epistemological stance and positioning through
choices of linguistic ‘clothing’. There is also a further implication that
language choices map transparently and unidirectionally to disciplinary
context. But style is a complicated terrain and not entirely a matter of choice
(Butler, 1999a); there is also the possibility of writing in ways that impact on
the system of meaning rather than simply reproducing it. This is something
that I take up in more detail the Chapters four, five and six. For now though, I
propose that Clara’s writing and her accounts that follow provide an initial
justification of my claim that there is more to becoming an academic writing
subject than the ‘off the rack’ metaphor might conjure up.
Clara’s account: Becoming textually coherent
In the following excerpts from Clara’s accounts of her writing (Interview
excerpts 1, 2, 3, 4) there are four narratives, necessarily incomplete, partial,
situated and contestable. Certainly, the drafts of Clara’s writing are marked
with the comments from the reviewers. But, was there more that the
reviewers wanted to write but didn’t? Did the supervisors say what Clara
remembers them to have said? What is the relationship between the words
and the context within which the people in Clara’s account pronounce them?
Some of these questions must remain as questions and indeed they are
methodological issues that I take up further in Chapter two. Here my aim is
simply to provide a rationale for wanting to rethink the formation of the writing
subject along Butlerian lines.
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Each interview excerpt below has been divided into turns and labelled
according to the participant speaking: C is Clara, and I is the interviewer
(myself). Full transcript conventions are provided in appendix 1.
Interview excerpt 1
38. C:

...my supervisors said: look, you know the

academics didn’t write lot of comments on them [copies
of draft 2], they’re probably in good shape and don’t
worry about this person [reviewer 3] because they’re a
student, alright’.
40. C:

...so it actually didn’t impact initially and I

thought ‘oh its in good shape’…
52. C:

...but you know I think there is a bit of an

impact of someone [reviewer 3] who reads the whole
thing and goes ‘I don’t know what this is about’.
63. C:

…you don’t get that sort of feedback from your

supervisors because they know the context as well, and
they know the ups and downs... (Interview 3 with Clara,
23.3.05)
How might we understand Interview excerpt 1? We know that Clara wrote Draft 2
after initial feedback by reviewers 1 and 2, Clara’s supervisors. Her draft is a
described by her supervisors using the attribute a ‘good shape’, although
‘probably’ calls the certainty of this into question. Her supervisors have delivered
this judgement and in so doing have conferred recognition on Clara’s writing,
and herself as the writer.
Clara’s supervisors have institutional authority by virtue of their roles within the
university; they are the institutionally powerful Other. Their authority is
underscored by the comment: ‘don’t worry about this person [reviewer 3]
because they’re a student, alright’ (turn 38). Clara’s supervisors confer
recognition of ‘the shape’ of Clara’s writing from this foundation.
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Despite her supervisors’ almost authorisation, however, reviewer 3’s comments
are not discounted by Clara: ‘But you know I think there is a bit of an impact of
someone who reads the whole thing and goes ‘I don’t know what this is about’’
(turn 52). Reviewer 3 doesn’t know Clara apart from the text she has produced
and reviewer 3 has pronounced it unrecognisable. As Butler points out, it matters
that ‘we feel more properly recognised by some people than we do by others’
(2001, p. 25). Reviewer 3 matters to Clara. As Clara indicates in Interview
excerpt 2, this reviewer embodies the anticipated judgement of the thesis
examiner – the internalised Other from whom Clara seeks ultimate recognition
as a writer in the academy. For Clara, reviewer 3 embodies certain norms about
what counts as good writing. As Clara explains, this is writing which doesn’t
provoke questions:
Interview excerpt 2
75. C:

...and then – when in reviewer 3, you know

she’s written ‘participant observer’ question mark. So its
actually confirmed things like I will have to go, there will
have to be a paragraph on that [I: mm-mm] going ‘this
was considered, but we decided not to do it because of
the impact on their learning in a certain way’. Whereas
and I think that’s what the supervisors will want in the
end, but they’re trying to give me feedback about going
‘you sound like your going into the study and just taking
all dregs because it hasn’t gone to plan’. So I get it. You
know I totally agree with it in that, but then I have to
make some decisions to make it like ‘no I can’t let the
marker ask that question’. I’ve got to have that there so
that’s one less question. (Interview 3 with Clara,
23.3.05)
Part of what it means to become a subject is to be recognised as such; Clara’s
account is illustrative of this. This recognition can only occur in relation to preexisting norms that limit what and who is possible within a particular discursive
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context. But subject formation involves not just a relationship to an external norm
or ‘to a norm that is imposed by someone or to a relationship to an Other who
comes to stand for normativity in some way’ (Butler, 2004b, pp. 341-342).
Subject formation also involves the subject in a reflexive movement whereby the
subject, in some way, internalises the norm but ‘not always in consultation with
the external exemplification of the norm’ (Butler, 2004b, p. 342). This
internalisation, as Butler describes, is not necessarily a mechanical process
which mimetically relates to norms outside of the subject. In this self reflexive
process of internalisation:
The relation to myself that takes place is psychic and is
complicated and does not necessarily replicate my
relation to the Other; the I who takes myself to task is
not the same as the Other who takes me to task. I may
do it more severely; I may do it in ways the other never
would. And that incommensurability is crucial, but there
is no subject yet without the specificity of that reflexivity.
(Butler, 2004b, p. 342)
I want to suggest that what Clara is recounting here is an example of what Butler
would call the psychic life of power ‘which is not the same as the social life of
power, but the two are radically implicated in one another’ (Butler, 2004b, p.
342). A theory of conscience, that is, the ways in which an individual internalises
certain norms, psychically, is essential for Butler’s understanding of the ways in
which a subject is formed. This internalisation is a subject’s capacity for
reflexivity and reflexivity does not exist without the internalisation of norms. For
Butler, the internalisation of a norm has a specific meaning:
A lot of behavioural psychology assumes that norms
are more or less mechanically internalised, but I think
that they can in fact take all kinds of forms, that they
enter into the fantasy life of an individual and, as part of
the fantasy, take on shapes and forms and meanings
and intensities that are in no sense mimetically related
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to how they’re existing in the outside world. (Butler,
2004b, p. 342)
Clara, following Butler, is potentially inaugurated as a particular writing
subject; a subject that is constrained ‘in[to a] good shape’:
... at the moment when the social power [of norms
concerning what will and will not count as an
appropriate written text that are articulated by her
reviewers, but in no single nor homogeneous message]
that acts on it [Clara as the subject who writes] that
interpellates it, that brings it into being [as the more
constrained writing subject] through these norms is
successfully implanted within the subject itself and when
the subject becomes the site of reiteration of those
norms, even through its own psychic apparatus. I
suppose that this would be why conscience is essential
to the inception of the subject. (Butler, 2004b, pp. 342343)
But this potential inauguration of Clara as a particular writing subject breaks
apart; is interrupted and undermined by reviewer 3. Unlike her supervisors, who
‘know the context as well, and they know the ups and downs’, reviewer 3 only
knows Clara through her text and not in the excess (some of which is apparent in
Interview excerpt 3) that she has managed, edited and contained though her use
of ‘positivist’ language and syntactic choices.
Interview excerpt 3
134. C:

Yeah, and I think – yeah it’s sort of like that’s

the thing that they’ve [the supervisors] tried to drum in
was like ‘you’ve chosen this and you’ve chosen that’ [I:
yeah] and that’s how it is. It’s not [I: yeah] why I’ve really
chosen it (laughing). I had whole bits of study in my
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head, and it was so much better, (laughing) so much
more developed than this (laughing).
168. C: ...I can’t pretend that it was participant
observation and I think [I: oh ok] I think the word
‘participant observation’ [I: yeah] is tricky, now that it is
also a research method. [I: ok] Like with just words as a
participant I observed when I was – when I did the
program [I: yes] this is what happened and that actually
helped when I was interviewing the people because I
knew the different areas they were talking about [I:
yeah]. But if you put ‘participant observation’ down that
means I was there [I: yeah] on the learning program
with them…
170. C:

…It’s a – it’s a research methodology bit …

174. C:

And they [reviewer 3] crossed ‘simple’ out [I:

yeah] but that was in the context of it was – it wasn’t just
me going ‘oh simple observation’ [I: yeah] which was …
176. C:

…how she – that reviewer read it, whereas it

was in the literature.
186. C:

…they hadn’t read – they hadn’t read that

literature on simple observation (laughing).
188. C:

...I knew, because if they had they may have

crossed it out and said ‘this actually isn’t simple
observation what you’ve done either’ [I: right] but I think
they were just like, [I: yeah] you know ‘simple’!
(Interview 3 with Clara, 23.3.05)
The drafting and redrafting of this section of her thesis is an embodied
experience for Clara, a ‘struggle’ (Interview excerpt 4) between internalised
norms to produce, on the one hand, what might constitute qualitative
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research methodology that will not be seen as ‘lightweight’ and, on the other
hand, a research design that hadn’t gone ‘according to plan’, that was ‘so
much better, so much more developed’ in her head (Interview excerpt 3).
Interview excerpt 4
65. C:

...but I think I’ve told you, I struggle with –

because it’s a qualitative research thing, most of the
data stuff that I’ve got is coming out of those interviews
hasn’t got – I mean I don’t know even – even know that
it needs triangulation, you know so I’m a bit conscious
that it might be a bit light weight in the other things. And
one of the comments that have come out from reviewer
4 and 5 [reviewer 5 asked the question ‘How does this
[the declaration of learning-MOLI] add to the interview
data?]
67. C:

...you know I borrowed [MOLI] from the

conference giving them [the people Clara interviewed] a
thing to – a prompt, to think about – you know to reflect
on the learning experience that they had, and they [the
reviewers] – they’ve gone, you know ‘well what’s this
for’? (Interview 3 with Clara, 23.3.05)
Clara’s ‘struggle’ is a localised one, and an apparently personalised one, but
it is reflective of a much wider struggle in education generally where, as Patti
Lather argues, ‘there has been a return to the kind of imperial science that
some 40 years of paradigm contestation, had, almost, displaced’ (2006, p.
35). Clara’s research paradigm could be classified as ‘Interpretive
Naturalistic’ drawing on the distinctions made by Patti Lather and Bettie St
Pierre (2005, cited in Lather, 2006, p. 37). It is not one of the ‘post’ paradigms
(postmodernist, poststructuralist, posthumanist … ) where all concepts of
‘language, discourse, knowledge, truth, reason, power, freedom, the subject
etc., are deconstructed’ (Lather, 2006, p. 37). If Clara had positioned her
research within one of these post paradigms, she may have been able to
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write the untidiness of doing the research into her thesis. Instead Clara’s
experience is progressively ‘neatened up’ in her drafts through language that
is more suggestive of ‘imperial science’.
Clara’s accounts bob insistently and uneasily around the drafts of a written
text that, on first viewing, appear unremarkable. The input into Clara’s
emergence as a writer comes from multiple sources including but
undoubtedly not limited to: the reviewers, a conference, her readings, the
experience of doing the research, and her imaginings or psyche, following
Butler’s use of this term to describe the ways in which social norms are
internalised by the subject to constitute a particular subject formation. These
sources are themselves discursively inscribed in ways that no single narration
can capture. They figure as palimpsests provoking effects that are complex,
unpredictable and open-ended.
This process of becoming a writing subject in the university, embodied in the
experiences of Clara and in her writing, involves Clara’s recognition of a set
of rules and precepts which are already in existence regarding what counts
as ‘appropriate’ research paradigms, what counts as ‘appropriate’ ways of
knowing, ‘appropriate’ ways of doing and writing about research, and of
whose recognition ‘matters’. But Clara does not simply take on these rules. At
times, as the interview excepts indicate and her written drafts demonstrate,
she resists the directions given to her. Clara’s adherence and resistance to
these directions might be understood as:
a particular exchange between a set or rules or
precepts (which are already there) and a stylization of
acts which extends and reformulates that prior set of
rules and precepts. This stylization of the self in relation
to the rules comes to count as “practice”. (Butler, 2004f,
p. 313)
Becoming a writing subject involves Clara ‘consciously’ fashioning a self
according to the norm but more than this, it is also about creating the norm
through her writing and incorporating the norm in the sense of inhabiting the
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norm. This is not the same as a preformed subject adopting a set of
conventions for how to write in particular disciplinary ways. What is also at
stake in Clara’s successful incorporation of academic norms into her writing is
the formation of a self: ‘the norm is not in this sense external to the principle
by which the self is formed’ (Butler, 2004f, p. 309).

Research questions
I said at the beginning of this chapter that my project is concerned with the
question of what it means to become a postgraduate research writer in the
university and how academic writing pedagogies might figure in this
becoming. Clara’s writing and her accounts, when taken seriously within the
context of Butler’s performative subject, point to some of the ways in which
text and subject formation are co-constitutive. The mundane moments of
writing, critique and review have become interesting!
My research question about becoming a postgraduate research writer can
now be unpacked into a set of related sub questions which I address in
subsequent chapters. These are:
•

In what ways does stylization work to produce the right sort of writing
subject?

•

In what ways is the psyche implicated in becoming the right sort of
writing subject?

•

In what ways might writing pedagogy figure in the stylization of the
writing subject?

•

What possibilities for agency might exist for the subject who writes,
that is, for writing a reconfigured self onto the page that risks becoming
unintelligible within the rules that govern intelligible writing?

Clara’s drafts and the provocations that she recounts for her subsequent
redrafts embody the first, second and last of these questions. Clara is stylized
as a writing subject in response to her reviewers’ comments, she has
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internalised the Other who will judge her thesis, and she calls into question
the legibility of the demands of her supervisors to make changes which she
resists. In these moments of becoming a more constrained and potentially
authorised writing subject, Clara is engaged in textual choices. More than this
she is engaged in decisions about how to write a ‘recognisable’ self onto the
page; she is engaged in self transformation:
To be critical of an authority that poses as absolute
requires a critical practice that has self-transformation at
its core … For Foucault, this is an act which poses
some risk, for the point will not only be to object to this
or that governmental demand, but to ask about the
order in which such a demand becomes legible and
possible. (Butler, 2004f, p. 311)
From within an outcomes focused view of learning which, to use Elizabeth
Ellsworth (2005) words, ‘takes knowledge to be a thing already made and
learning to be an experience already known’ (p. 5), Clara’s drafts and the
provocations for the changes that she does and doesn’t make would hardly
count as being of interest. But Ellsworth sees such moments, as Clara
describes in the interview excerpts and demonstrates in her drafts, as
constitutive of a pedagogical space where the learning subject is neither one
thing nor the other but in a state of becoming. Ellsworth (2005) describes
such states as critical points for pedagogy or, ‘pedagogical hinge’ points.
Pedagogy is fundamentally about becoming. Taking up this view unsettles
other configurations of the subject and their related pedagogies. These
include, for example, the subject as victim of discursive formations3 and
hence open ‘to liberation’ though pedagogy, or the subject who is knowable
3

For example, pedagogy informed by Althusserian understandings of power as top

down state oppression and the subject as a dupe of ideological pressures rather
than a Foucauldian model where power permeates all strata and relations within a
society and subjects have agency (see Mills, 2003).
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through and reducible to the written text he/she produces and hence, open to
‘transformation’ simply through text biased/focused writing pedagogy.
In the section that follows, I consider how Elizabeth Grosz’ insights in relation
to time and difference, although not in themselves directed towards
pedagogy, influence my project. Her work and Butler’s, together with that of
Elizabeth Ellsworth (2005), and Eve Sedgwick (2003), offer a way of thinking
about pedagogy, ontology and epistemology that draw all three together.

Imagining time and difference differently
One of Grosz’ major propositions in Becomings (1999b) is that:
Time is one of the assumed yet irreducible terms of all
discourse, knowledge and social practice. Yet it is rarely
analysed or self-consciously discussed in its own terms.
It tends to function as a silent accompaniment, a
shadowy implication underlying, contextualising, and
eventually undoing all knowledges and practices without
being their explicit object of analysis or speculation. (p.
1)
Grosz explores time as a dynamic force, challenging commonsense and
scientific concepts of a future that unfolds along a casual continuum.
Referencing the work of Nietzsche, Bergson, Deleuze and Darwin, she
argues that while they do not collectively present a cohesive position or
movement, they nevertheless:
… share common enemies particularly assumptions
provided by the everyday and scientific concepts of
directionality, progress, development, accumulation,
and lineage, that signal the potential significance of their
work for post modern thinkers … more positively, each
in his own way affirms time as an open-ended
fundamentally active force – a materializing if not
material – force whose movements and operations have
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an inherent element of surprise, unpredictability, or
newness. (1999b, p. 4)
Grosz’ view of time is not one of ‘indetermination or absence of cause’
(1999b, p. 4), rather it encompasses both relativities and possibilities, where
the future is both relatively connected with and relatively free from the past. In
this rethinking of time, chance figures rather than causality. Chance is ‘the
excess, superfluity, of causes, the profusion of causes, which no longer
produces singular or even complex effects but generates events which have
temporal continuity quite separate from their “causes”’ (Grosz, 1999b, p. 4).
Grosz argues that unless we:
develop concepts of time and duration that privilege the
future, that openly accept the rich virtualities and
divergent resonances of the present, we will remain
closed to understanding the complex processes of
becoming that engender and constitute both life and
matter. (1999b, p. 16)
Grosz’ rethinking of time as not only one but a complex set of intersecting
times; as generative rather than causative; as being as much aligned with
chance and indeterminism as with continuity between past, present and
future; and as being involved in both the making and unmaking of
knowledges suggests the need to rethink pedagogy. Pedagogy is, at the very
least, concerned with both epistemology and ontology. This view of time also
provokes a rethinking about the pedagogical significance of the changes that
Clara makes across drafts. Clara’s account of her drafting process, the
reviewers’ comments, and the drafts themselves, function generatively rather
than causally in Clara’s becoming a particular writing subject. The sometimes
unpredictable changes that Clara makes across drafts make sense in the
context of an excess or superfluidity of generative events.
Another aspect of Grosz’ work which has potential for rethinking pedagogy is her
conceptualisation of difference via the work of Deleuze and Bergson. In Bergson,
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Deleuze, and Becoming, Grosz (2005) moves away from common-place
understandings of difference, that is:
1. difference as comparison, where difference is understood as an entity or
metric external to the two entities being compared. This entity or metric
can determine relations of more or less; and
2. difference as constitutive, where difference is an internal relation of
terms, that is, terms understood not as given separate entities but
requiring each other to function and to make meaning.
Both views of difference construe it as a relation of/between two terms. Grosz
instead refigures difference as an ontological rather than a logical, semiological,
political or historic category. By this she means that difference is the process by
which things, events and subjects come into being: ‘Duration is difference, the
inevitable force of differentiation and elaboration, which is also another name for
becoming’ (2005, p.4).
Difference understood in these terms is not about ‘lack of’ or comparison in
relation to an external indicator, nor is it about categories that allow only for
membership or non-membership, that is, it is not about self-referencing
categories. Instead, difference is the process by which some thing, event, or life
itself can become something more than itself or other than its past while
retaining a certain continuity with its past. Difference marks both life and matter’s
capacity to become otherwise; ‘its potential for becoming/unbecoming’ (2005,
p.10). Differentiation entails elaboration and complexity.
It is Grosz’ conceptualisation of difference as the capacity to become otherwise
even if ‘its present being can be calculated and measured precisely’ (p.10) that
makes this view of difference and duration and becoming of interest to
pedagogy. In this account, difference becomes a given while, to borrow from
Alastair Pennycook’s words in his discussion of creativity, it is ‘sameness [that]
needs to account for itself’ (2007, p. 579).
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Grosz’ work provokes a capacious pedagogy rather than one based on one, or
other, of the two most common understandings of difference described above.
Within the first view, where difference is understood as comparison (for example,
the student is reduced to one who can or cannot write an ‘appropriate’ text as
measured against some ‘ideal’ model or criteria), a deficit model is invoked. The
second or self-referential view contains or references the ‘new’ within ‘the old’.
By the latter, I am referring to Grosz’ reading (1999a) of Foucault to understand
how discourses work to, if not suppress the urge for the new, at least to contain
them within existing discourses. An example of this is the way in which the
complexity of Clara’s experiences of becoming a writer in the university might be
understood as being reducible to an analysis of the language and syntactic
choices she should make to create an appropriate text. The text is analysable
into its parts, but the rest (of Clara’s experience) is not relevant (Pullen, 2006). A
view of pedagogy which is about unbecoming and becoming; about undoing
actualities as fixed givens in order to be capable of new or different (in Grosz’
usage) elaboration ‘allows’ the complex, messy and sometimes unpredictable
effects that mark Clara’s writing and her experience of producing that writing to
be of interest pedagogically.
Clara’s drafts, seen from this perspective, are not containable within notions of a
‘less than’ linguistically appropriate text, or ‘not’ the final product, or reducible to
the product of the writing subject, that is, invoking either of the two more
common understandings of difference that Grosz’ work refuses. Rather, within
Grosz’ perspective of difference and becoming over time or duration, Clara’s
drafts are sites of elaboration of knowledge in the making, and the becoming of a
doctoral student and writer. Grosz’ project for philosophy is ‘the mobilisation of
the force of difference where immobility and the static dominate thought; it is the
freeing up of becoming from any determinate direction, the seizing of provisional
becomings from the chaos of being’ (2005, p. 12). We could employ Grosz’
project in rethinking pedagogy and re-imagining the project of learning and
teaching.
While Grosz’ work acts as a backdrop to this thesis, the main work that I do in
the following chapters draws predominately on the work of Butler. Grosz and
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Butler approach subjectivity and becoming from different theoretical entry points.
Butler’s work is particularly focused on the role of language in the
making/becoming and unmaking/unbecoming of intelligible subjects and the
incoherence that is part of not being recognised or recognisable. Butler’s work
then provides the connection to language and subject formation that is the main
focus of this thesis project.
In this project, I am interested in the ways in which a subject becomes a writing
subject through language and discourse. My enquiry is, therefore, genealogical
following Butler and Foucault, and presupposes that the processes that work to
form the academic subject are effects of institutional discourses and relations of
power. Genealogy, as Butler describes, is ‘not the history of events, but the
enquiry into the conditions of emergence (Entstehung) of what is called history, a
moment of emergence that is not finally distinguishable from fabrication’ (Butler,
1999b, p. 15).
I am assuming in this study that writing pedagogy, disciplinary demands, and
institutional discourses all play a role in initiating both who counts as an
appropriate writing subject and what counts as writing in the academy, in other
words, what counts of as being of interest epistemologically, ontologically and
pedagogically. Butler’s work provokes me to consider what else might be of
interest for writing pedagogy if we take note of her argument that:
Taking for granted one’s own linguistic horizon as the
ultimate linguistic horizon leads to an enormous
parochialism and keeps us from being open to radical
difference and from undergoing the discomfort and
anxiety of realizing the scheme of intelligibility on which
we rely fundamentally is not adequate, is not common,
and closes us off from the possibility of understanding
others

and

ourselves

in

a

more

fundamentally

capacious way. (2004b, p. 356)
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Excessive moments
This chapter has taken too much time to write. Have I over cooked it, used
the wrong recipe? Am I reading too much into Grosz, into Butler, not enough,
reading wrongly?
Like Clara, I have imaginary readers in my head. One of these (you?) is an
applied linguist with a firm hold on SFL and Genre Theory, and their
connections with academic literacy pedagogy. Another (perhaps you?) is
someone with a foot tentatively or firmly planted in ‘cultural studies’ or critical
theory, feminist poststructuralist theory, queer theory, postmodernism …
someone for whom Butler, Foucault, Grosz and more … make sense.
If the latter is you, am I guilty (undoubtedly!) of not understanding the
histories and foundations of the versions of critical theory which have been
characterised as 'postmodernism' and 'poststructuralism' often 'translated' or
'co-opted' in reductionist ways as Terry Threadgold (2003) warns (me). If
you’re the linguist, are you bemusedly, or with annoyance, reading my
attempt to mix ‘disciplines’, to use the word becoming and, at the same time,
to use the language of the applied linguist – ‘material processes’, ‘modality’?
Am I using this language ‘correctly’ in a project where I want to call into
question correctness? How legible is this project within your disciplinary
context? How legible is it within mine?
I am sitting at a table writing this. It is the table that I sat at as a child, the one
my family ate at. I am surrounded by three papers that have been given to
me, just yesterday, by three different people who have some understanding
of what I want to do in this thesis project. I work with two of these people.
They are colleagues who teach academic writing and ‘other academic skills’
in the university. The range of the papers is telling. One is an article by Joan
Turner (2003), working with PhD candidates at the University of London,
someone like me, teaching academic writing. Turner takes an applied
linguistics focus on a case study of a Korean student writing in English in
what she calls the contemporary humanities – Bob Hodges’ ‘new humanities’
(Hodge, 1995). Another article, given to me by another colleague is titled:
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GETTING OFF THE SUBJECT Iconoclasm, Queer Sexuality, and the
Celebrity Intellectual (Burt, 1995). No prizes for guessing the theoretical
homes of this piece. Clara, the student whose writing and interview material I
am using here, now, gave me the third article. It is a piece written by Greg
Dening (nd, p. np) about writing. I think it’s a lovely piece in which he provides
his advice on writing to students: be Mysterious, Be Experiential, be
Compassionate, Be Entertaining, Be Performative, Be Reforming. In Dening’s
article, (and unknown to Clara until I mentioned it) he makes reference to the
PhD thesis of another student whose work informs this project (see Chapter
seven, in particular). Clara also thinks Dening’s article is lovely and wants to
know if he runs writing classes. This is Clara who wrote the methodology
section of her thesis in such a positivist style ten months previously!
What was it that each of these three people heard in my accounts and read in
my drafts of my thesis project that resonated with their readings of these
other authors and provoked them to bring my attention to each of these
diverse papers? How much do these three people’s readings reflect what I
am trying to get at in this project in terms of the mix of theories that I am
concocting to understand what it means to become a writer in the university?
How similar or different are the effects of these wildly different papers on my
becoming an academic writing subject to the effects of the reviewers’
comments on Clara’s becoming? And where is all of this richness, this
layering, these complications, this chanciness, uncertainties, incoherencies,
passion, the abject, the language taken up, the language rejected, that are
part of the process of Clara’s becoming, and mine, in a text biased academic
writing pedagogy which remains comfortably legible within a broader social,
economic and political context that focuses on outcomes and products?
Clara’s account underlines the incoherencies and unspeakabilities that are
occluded from text biased academic writing pedagogy. I want to take these
incoherencies and unspeakabilities seriously and argue that they demand
further investigation. But in doing this, no single account (text based or other)
of the ways in which a subject comes to be recognised as one who writes like
an academic, a doctoral or research student will be sufficient. I keep this in
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mind, even while I attempt to open up and proliferate these accounts through
multiple entry points. This means that there is no easy methodology ready for
me to follow, no preset categories that I can use without foreclosing on
possibilities, no relief from the discomfort and anxiety of realising that the
scheme of intelligibility [any intelligibility] as Butler has described, is always
only ever contingently framed, restricted and restricting.

The structure of the thesis
Chapter two Questions of method
Chapter two contains a description of the data, collection methods and
analytic techniques used. Alongside these, I run a critical commentary on the
methodology that I have employed.
Chapter three

Contexts of intelligibility.

In this chapter, I make a bid to identify some of the more salient discursive
contexts within which the student as subject of, and to the university is
constituted, and within which research student pedagogies and academic
literacy pedagogies are positioned.
Chapter four

Introduction to a triptych

This chapter functions as an introduction to the following three chapters. In it I
work with the processes and mechanisms by which Halliday and Butler
respectively explain the ways in which expansion of language and an
expansion of what it means to be a social subject are made possible. I do this
work in order to locate possible complementarities that, when combined,
might expand our understanding of what is involved in becoming a
postgraduate research writer.
Chapter five
Chapter six

Not quite the final product and
She’s a good girl (on paper)

Both of these chapters take up the proposition that writing and subject
formation are mutually constitutive. They take as their point of departure the
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changes that students make across drafts. My research questions concerning
the ways in which the student as writing subject is stylized in response to
demands placed upon it and the possibilities for agency that might exist
within this stylization are addressed in these chapters. The ways in which the
psyche might be involved in becoming a writing subject is also taken up in
both chapters.

Using the heuristic topologies of becoming, I locate and analyse the changes
that writers make across drafts and their accounts of these, seeking out those
moments of misrecognition of the student text. I understand these moments
as ‘events’ in the Foucauldian sense of ‘eventalisation’ (Foucault, 1991, p.
76); as rupture points where the writing subject and the written text are called
into question; and, as moments when the expanded subject who writes must
foreclose on itself and write a reconfigured self onto the page. These
moments are also understood using the dual and often indistinguishable
aspects of Butler’s performative subject: resistance and subjugation,
described in these chapters as interpellation and interpolation.
In both chapters, I employ SFL as a technique to analyse the written texts
and the changes that students make to them. SFL in combination with
Butler’s performative subject is used to elaborate the relationship between
the writing subject and the text that is produced and, more broadly, the
relationship between a particular instance of language use/subject formation
and the wider system of language/ the field of possible intelligible subjects.
In Chapter six, I also employ Gunther Kress and Theo Van Leeuwen’s work
on visual imagery.
Chapter seven

Too many subjects?

My research question concerning the ways might academic writing pedagogy
figures in the stylization of the writing subject is taken up in Chapter seven
through a close analysis of extracts from one student’s thesis and a number
of other texts which either directly or indirectly analyse the student thesis.
These analytic texts are written by theorists and/or practitioners in academic
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literacy pedagogy. Textual analysis itself becomes an object of study in this
chapter, explored particularly through the relationship between a text and its
context.
This chapter also takes up the question of the agency of the writing subject
and the ways in which a text might impact on the wider system of language.
To a lesser extent than in the previous two chapters, the question of the
psyche’s involvement in becoming a writing subject is also addressed
Chapter eight

And so ...?

This is the final chapter. I summarise the key arguments and findings, and
consider what might now be of interest for pedagogy.
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Chapter 2

Methodological issues

If texts and bodies do fold into one another, if the body
and the subject mediate the relationship between text
and context, how do we research that? (Threadgold,
2003, p. 31)

Introduction
Terry Threadgold’s words are a neat reminder of the difficulty of researching
the ways in which texts, in the full sense of the word, and bodies fold into
each other; of the complex relation and interrelation of, and among, spoken,
written, visual and other texts and the subjects who produce them and are
produced by them. Texts understood in this way are inextricably connected
with the discursive formation of the subject and of the body, and encompass,
in addition to the commonsense understanding of text as visual or written
artefact (for example, film, art, graffiti, book, thesis, postcard and so on),
those things less commonly recognised as text such as movement, gesture,
attitudes and ‘style’.
When I read Threadgold’s writing, the word ‘fold’ conjures up the image of a
piece of cloth, something rich, lavish and heavily textured like velvet, each
surface separated by a thin plane itself made up of the surfaces it separates,
each surface opening up the possibilities of other surfaces and lines through
the play of light on the fabric. This image of blurred, blended and folded
surfaces captures the difficulty of drawing a defining line where discursively
laden texts, material practices and bodies intersect.
These folds, often difficult to recognise, perhaps understood as incoherent,
inconsistent, or of little interest within outcomes focused understandings of
learning or text biased writing pedagogy, mark moments of ontological
insecurity. These are the moments when the subject who writes is neither
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distinctively one thing nor another, but in a state of becoming; when our most
sure ways of knowing are unsettled; when there is the possibility of doing and
becoming otherwise. My project aims to make visible these moments of
becoming through selecting and analysing student writing and students’
accounts of their writing. The argument that I advance through this thesis is
that writing and subject formation are co-constitutive but not reducible to one
another. This relationship has implications for research writing pedagogy.
This project brings student texts and processes of textual production and
reception together as dynamic aspects of becoming a postgraduate research
writer. I lay these out as palimpsests rather than identify causes and effects
as might be done if I were to conceive of causality within the philosophical
tradition associated with David Hume. The palimpsest metaphor, evoking the
ancient and medieval practices of scraping down and overwriting parchments,
keeps open the idea of possibilities, excess and chanciness involved in the
ways discourses, texts and bodies fold into each other. Some of these folds
catch the light and others remain present but slightly or more fully occluded
depending on who is producing, consuming and granting recognition of those
texts in any particular context and any particular moment. The palimpsest
metaphor also heeds Threadgold’s warning to avoid privileging any one text
over another (Threadgold, 2003, p. 13). Though, in fact, I have needed to
reduce the experience of my co-researchers to the written text in order to
write this thesis.
This chapter is an account of how I went about this project. Within genre
theory, this is a traditional thesis move (Swales, 2004). Within
poststructuralist accounts which view the subject always within terms of
discursive regulation, this ‘move’ is itself discursively implicated (Butler, 2001;
Davies, 2004; Lather, 2006). This is no less so for research that makes use of
‘qualitative’ data and ‘ethnography’, as this project does, as it is for research
paradigms and methodologies which align more closely with scientific
methods. The presumed objectivity of the latter have been called into
question post Kuhn (1962) and Feyerabend (1962), but more recently, Patti
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Lather (2006, p. 49), drawing on Foucault, warns us also of ‘the invasive
stretch of surveillance in the name of human sciences, regardless of the
paradigm’.
What might be seen as the easiest chapter to write within research
frameworks that seek validity and reliability through replication of methods is,
in this project, not so easy. Lather’s warning underscores my dilemma; there
can be no discursive free zone from which I can write, so the word
‘methodological’ in the title of this chapter, suggestive of something solid,
verifiable, replicable can only ever be a partial and discursively implicated
account. No certainty even here and yet I persist with this move. I describe
the ‘data’ that informs this project, how I went about collecting it and the ways
in which I analyse it.

Data
There are several sources of data in this thesis. These include: the written
texts that student participants produced as part of their research candidature,
interviews with these students during which they provided accounts of their
writing, published research articles that either directly or indirectly reference
one of the participant’s written text, and policy documents.
Bodies and texts
Each of the students whose interviews and written texts contribute to this
project came into the project at different stages of their candidature. I
collected the drafts of three students who have the pseudonyms: ‘Clara’,
‘Bernadette’, and ‘Anna’, over a period of between four and twenty four
months. Another student, ‘Kate’, had finished her thesis but I wanted to
include her writing and interviews because of the discipline area in which she
wrote: broadly, ‘cultural studies’ or the ‘new humanities’. Her thesis, as I
discovered after I had read it and interviewed her about it, attracted attention
in ways that perhaps more cautious theses don’t. In writing about it, one of
her examiners, Greg Dening, called it ‘talented’, ‘up your face’, with ‘complete
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and integrated control of the reflective literature. She lived it, didn’t just
display it’ (Dening, nd, p. 1).
Two of the students (the Visual Arts Masters research student and the new
humanities PhD student) completed their research degrees at a multi-campus
Australian metropolitan university. The other two participants (an
Education/Arts PhD student and an Education EdD student) were enrolled at
a regional Australian university.
I sought student participants for my project via an email that I sent out to a
number of supervisors in the regional university. The text of this email is
attached as appendix 2. The EdD student approached me and volunteered to
be involved in the project after I gave a work-in-progress presentation at a
faculty meeting. The Master’s student also volunteered. We had worked
together on her academic writing when she was an undergraduate and she
knew about my research interest. She is the only participant in this study with
whom I have worked as an academic literacy and language lecturer. Her
drafts were collected in compliance with ethics protocols but before I formally
enrolled as a doctoral candidate. I contacted the new humanities PhD writer
after I read her submitted and awarded thesis. All of the students are writing
in what could broadly be described as the Social Sciences. All of them are
mature aged. All are native English speakers.
Two other students contributed drafts and interviews but they are not included
in this thesis. My decision to exclude them was based on the volume of
material that I had already collected and analysed and which I felt was
sufficient to respond to my research questions. Both students were studying
within the Social Sciences. A third student, writing within a Mathematics
discipline was advised by his supervisor to withdraw from the project before I
had collected any drafts or had conducted any interviews. This student was a
native Arabic speaker and an international student who was working within a
strict completion timeframe.
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Interviews
I interviewed each of these students about the writing they had given me.
There was no preset interview schedule or protocol. The delivery of drafts and
the timing of interviews about the drafts fitted with the rhythms of the
students. Students gave me drafts when they had completed them. I read
them and developed interview questions that related to their drafts. I wanted
to know what was involved in becoming a postgraduate research writer; what
influenced students’ drafts, what the writers had changed and why, so I
particularly looked for changes across drafts and asked students about those.
I have provided the questions that made up the first interview in any set with
each student in appendix 3. This first interview is the only one with any
consistency across all of the participants, as any subsequent interviews
focused on changes within an individual’s drafts and these changes differed
across all of the students who participated in the project. Even the first
interview contained only some questions that I asked all of the participants as
answers to these questions drove the rest of the interview.
Table 4 identifies each student included in this project by pseudonym, their
degree and discipline area, the texts that I collected from them, and the
number of interviews, dates and general interview topic. Some of the drafts
also contained annotations by the students’ supervisors. Drafts that had been
annotated by supervisors or other reviewers are marked with * on Table 4.
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Table 4 Participants, texts, interviews
Name
Clara

Anna

Degree
EdD

PhD

Discipline area
Education

Education

Bernadette

MA
(hons)

Visual Arts

Kate

PhD

Cultural Studies

Drafts

Interview dates and focus

•

Methodology chapter x 3
drafts*

•

23.11.04 (focus: general – see appendix 3 +
methodology)

•

Conference paper drafts*
1,3, 8

•

17.01.05 (focus: conference paper drafts)

•

•

23.03.05 (focus: methodology drafts)

Results chapter drafts

•

•

17.05.05 (focus: chapter 4 – results drafts)

Final complete draft of
thesis

•

08.07.06 (focus: related to final draft)

•

Conversion proposal

•

•

Drafts of outline

23.3.04 (focus: general – see appendix 3 + conversion
proposal)

•

2 drafts of results chapter

•

16.11.04 (focus: related to three drafts)

•

final draft of results

•

17.12.04 (focus: related to results drafts)

•

23. 4.01 (focus: general + changes between drafts in
response to supervisor’s comments)

•
•

30. 4.01 (supplement to interview 1)
17.12.03 (focus: whole thesis but tape faulty)

•

4.01.04 (focus: supplement missing sections of
previous tape

•

•

9 drafts including last of
whole thesis*
Completed thesis
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Transcript conventions
Each interview excerpt is labelled with name and date. Spoken dialogue is
separated by speaker turn and labelled with the initial letter of the speaker’s
name or I to indicate a turn taken by the interviewer. Each turn is numbered
with a number indicating its placement in the original interview from which it
has been extracted. Transcript conventions, as mentioned earlier in Chapter
one, are provided in appendix 1.
Text analysis
Analysis at the level of the written text, as with spoken texts, involves making
decisions and interpretations, ‘whether at the level of deciding which
grammatical category is most significant for this set of texts, or of mapping the
texts onto contexts by looking at larger structures’ (Threadgold, 2003, pp. 1112). My lead for analysing the written texts, that is, for deciding what
grammatical category was most significant, did not come from making
preformed decisions about the sorts of genre moves or linguistic choices that
may be deemed ‘grammatical’ against some ideal text within a disciplinary
genre or against a corpus of successful texts. Instead, it was based on the
changes that I noted across drafts and on what students said about their
writing during our interviews.
My analysis predominantly employs the SFL categories of Theme, transitivity
structure, mood, and cohesion, since these were the changes that students
made, or which they considered, as indicated in their interviews. My work with
these categories across a series of drafts enabled me to consider the ongoing
ways in which the text and the subject fold into each other, and particularly
the ways in which the excess of the subject who writes was managed in the
production of an acceptable written text and a more constrained writing
subject.
Interestingly, Cate Poynton’s direction about which aspects of a grammatics
might be usefully brought together with a poststructuralist analytic practice
identifies transitivity, Theme, and modality (Poynton, 1993, p. 13). Poynton
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names these as the grammatical features that construe the positionality of
‘those who are speakers of and spoken of or to by representations – the
interestedness of representation, or the poststructuralist power/knowledge
nexus’ (1993, pp. 6-7).
Document analysis
In Chapter three, I analyse a number of documents that reference the broader
economic, social and political climate of higher education in which students
are constituted as writing subjects and in which particular writing pedagogies
are made intelligible. In that chapter, I analyse documents relating to
graduate and postgraduate attributes, and other government, business and
higher education reports. I chose this group of documents because of their
wide-ranging geographical application across many institutions of higher
education and, in the case of graduate attributes documents, because of their
explicit focus on the student as end product of educational processes.
These documents also tell a story of the converging goals of governments,
business and higher education. They provide a site for an investigation of the
ways in which discourse simultaneously constructs social relationships
between people, constructs systems of knowledge and beliefs, and a social
identity for the graduate or postgraduate student. I employ SFL in my analysis
of these documents.

Giving an account
The look of assurance that a linguistic analysis might give to my analysis and
interpretation of the students’ texts, annotations and accounts of their writing,
and the policy documents and reports that I have described in the preceding
sections is somewhat misleading. My excerpting of these written texts from
their place in the wider text means that much of their context is necessarily
lost. Pragmatically this has been necessary due to the sheer size of the
theses or reports from which the draft sections are excerpted.
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What constitutes context is not, however, transparent and the dilemmas
associated with making a decision about context and its relationship to text is
problematic. Chapter four expands on the issues and Chapter seven works
with the issues in relation to a student text and a collection of other texts
which reference it in some way. Briefly here though, Derrida provides this
explanation of contextual complexity focusing on the ongoing iterability of the
sign and its ability to break from its context and generate new ones:
Every sign, linguistic or non-linguistic, spoken or written
(in the usual sense of this opposition), as a small or
large unity, can be cited, put between quotation marks;
thereby it can break with every given context, and
engender infinitely new contexts in an absolutely
nonsaturable fashion. This does not suppose that the
mark is valid outside its context, but on the contrary that
there are only contexts without any centre or absolute
anchoring. This citationality, duplication, or duplicity, this
iterability of the mark is not an accident or an anomaly,
but is that (normal-abnormal) without which a mark
could no longer even have a so-called normal
functioning. What would a mark be that one could not
cite? And whose functioning could not be lost on the
way? (1972, p. 97)
I am only too aware that the critique that I provide in Chapters four and seven
concerning what constitutes context is a critique that can be applied in some
ways to this thesis project. But, while assurance might be lost, I draw some
comfort from Peggy Kamuf’s words concerning Derrida’s ‘own repeated
insistence on the partialness of any text, a partialness that is not recuperable
in some eventual whole or totality’ (Kamuf, 1991, p. xi). Perhaps Derrida’s
insistence permits excerpting!
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So far I have described (briefly) the texts and the participants that make up
the data that inform my project. In preference to the term ‘participant’, I want
to refer to each, from here on, either by their pseudonym or by the collective
term ‘co-researchers’. This is a term that Ivanic (1998) used to describe the
participants in her study. I use the term here to do a number of things. First, it
is a nominalization which ‘packs up’ the processes in which each was
engaged, that is, becoming a research writer in the university, more
accurately than the term ‘participant’. Secondly, it locates ‘me’ as being like
‘them’ in the sense of my own engagement in a research degree. But I am
also unlike them in any number of ways: my positioning in the university (I am
a lecturer as well as a student); my cultural and social history; and, the ways
in which I have been discursively inscribed by these and other events and
circumstances. I cannot collectivise us as ‘we’. Nor do I want to romanticise
us as unique individuals.
The ‘I’ who are my co-researchers giving an account of themselves and their
writing in the interviews, and the ‘I’ that I present here in my writing, provide
accounts which are ‘never fully mine [or theirs], and is never fully for me [or
them]’ (Butler, 2001, p. 26). The ‘I’ that gives an account of itself is both
collective and singular. It is collective in the sense that giving an account of
oneself always involves giving that account to someone – real or imagined. It
involves making myself recognisable to another and the social norms which
govern that recognisability ‘are not precisely mine. They are not born with me’
(Butler, 2001, p. 26). In giving this account of myself to someone, in making
myself recognisable, this narrative while being my narrative, will at the same
time:
be disoriented by what is not mine, or what is not mine
alone. And I will, to some degree, have to make myself
substitutable in order to make myself recognizable. The
narrative authority of the “I” must give way to the
perspective and temporality of a set of norms that
contest the singularity of my story. (Butler, 2001, p. 26)
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The ‘I’ who gives an account in the interview transcripts always does so in
relation to another: to me as interviewer, and to you as reader. In this telling,
the account that is offered must be recognisable according to some norms
but also, its telling interrupts any sense of the account being mine alone. ‘No
account takes place outside the structure of address, even if the addressee
remains implicit and unnamed, anonymous and unspecified’ (Butler, 2001, p.
26).
Butler goes on to further call into question the veracity (she calls it the
‘authority’) of any single narrative reconstruction that we might employ to give
an account of how we emerged in a particular way. Attempts at a narrative
reconstruction are distorted by the ways in which I negotiate meaning within
it. In the telling, I am telling something which I tell in various ways to various
‘others’. There can be no coherence to this narrative because in the very act
of telling I am producing myself differently.
My co-researchers’ accounts are also, at the same, time both singular and
collective. They are singular in that their accounts speak of the particular
ways in which they are becoming writers in the university; the particular
events which impact on their writing; and, their particular social, cultural,
gendered histories. My co-researchers’ accounts are collective in that in order
for you and I to understand these accounts, even to hear these accounts,
parts of them at least must resonate with us to be recognised by and made
intelligible to us.
While I have presented some contextual and biographical information about
each of my co-researchers, I want to stress that the accounts my coresearchers and I provide in this thesis are ‘in media res, when many things
have already taken place to make me and my story in language possible’
(Butler, 2001, p. 27). So, there can be no real beginning to this narrative as it
begins before my own capacity for self-reflection and requires simultaneous
exposure to some social norm which precedes me, and exposure to an Other
in a way that is recognisable to that Other according to that same social norm.
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In providing Clara’s account in Chapter one, I wanted to lay out some of the
complexities that defy a developmental, linear progression to her becoming a
research writer. In Clara’s account and those of my other co-researchers, I
am not seeking to plot a progression or development towards some
predetermined point or goal. Rather, I want to look to what Elizabeth Grosz
says about provocations and events in their proliferation; her non-linear and
non-causal understanding of duration and difference that I introduced in
Chapter one. In attending to the texts and accounts I have described, and in
the ways I have described, I want to consider the complexities, provocations
and differences that might be part of becoming a postgraduate research
writer.
While I have avoided a narrative approach in the sense of providing a case
study of each participant, I have extracted excerpts from their interviews,
where the students talk about incoherencies or dilemmas in terms of the
changes that they made or resisted in their drafts of writing. In making the
choice to extract certain parts of the interviews and not others, I have added
my interpretation; I have chosen what is recognisable to me from their texts
for the purposes of this project. Given all of these considerations, I cannot
offer any full and satisfying narrative here. What I do attempt, is to provide
some account of what is, following Butler, inevitably a contingent and
incoherent process of becoming a postgraduate research writing subject.
Rather than assuming that identities are self evident or fixed as essentialist
versions of subjectivity might do, I follow Butler’s lead to explore the ways in
which the writing subject is constructed within language and discourse, that
is, the conditions of the emergence of the subject. Butler, following Foucault,
describes this mode of analysis as genealogical (Butler, 1999b, p. 15).
The account I have given here describes a small scale, relatively longitudinal
study. It was by no means a seamless study as Table 4 might indicate despite
the appealing neatness and organisation that any table image suggests at
first glance. Yet this study was by design; a pre-set research timetable would
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not have given me the data that I was seeking. And, the point of working with
a small number of participants and their writing over time and in detail is that it
provides ‘the ability to see specificity and context in some fine grain’ (Yates,
2003, p. 224).

Some further considerations
In the writing of this thesis, I have wanted to find a way ‘of preserving an
interpretative democratic open-endedness’ and preventing closure, as Sara
Salih has described Judith Butler’s writing (2002, p. 14). Salih suggests that a
style which does this is at least in part about relinquishing the univocal in
favour of multiple readings. I attempt to do this in this thesis by drawing on
multiple data sources that I described in this chapter. I have also taken
excerpts and interwoven these with written texts in the form of student drafts
and other documents including policy documents. At times, but perhaps not
often enough, I have deliberately and reflexively positioned myself in this
project and its writing. I can’t deny though that there is a univocality to this
project in that I am committed here to exploring the ways in which Butler’s
view of the subject works with and against accounts students give of
themselves, their writing, and the ways in which these are positioned in
relation to current academic writing teaching practices and wider social,
political, and economic contexts.
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Chapter 3

Contexts of intelligibility

[W]ho will be a subject here, and what will count as
life[?] (Butler, 2004f, p. 321)

Introduction
Both ‘Butler and Foucault describe subject formation as a process which
must be placed within specific historical and discursive contexts in order to be
understood’ (Salih, 2002, p. 12). In this chapter, I make a bid to identify some
of the more salient of these contexts within which the student as subject is
constituted. Terry Threadgold describes these as:
context[s] of nation states made porous by new
technologies and economic globalisation, and at the
local level, communities, and classrooms, reconstituted
by flows of licit and illicit bodies, information and capital,
in ways which we have hardly begun to theorise … We
have become more or less adept in these contexts at
re-imagining

and

homogenising

our

students

as

'markets' to be attracted by lists of quality assurance
defined 'aims and outcomes' promising economic
benefit and a secure future. (2003, p. 7)
The argument that I develop here frames contexts similarly, that is, as
contexts infused with discourses of the market economy, with risks to be
managed, and quality to be assured; and, engaged in the production of
degrees and graduate students. My interest in this chapter is to begin the
process of mapping the multi-directional and co-constitutive relations among
context, text and the student as subject, in order to understand ‘who will be a
subject and what will count as life’ (Butler, 2004f, p. 321) for the student
becoming a postgraduate research writer in the contemporary university.
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The contexts that I map in this chapter are non finite, in process and always
discursively implicated. Discourses filter in and through localised contexts,
texts, and social practices which themselves shape and are shaped by more
abstract domains of statements and social practices. They are always
associated with relations of power (Foucault, 1982). But following Derrida
(1972) and Butler (see, for example, Butler, 1997a, p. 40), discourses are
never saturable, are able to be broken with and challenged. This leaves open
the possibility for becoming a research writing subject that improvises within
discursive constraints, and the possibility for imaging a pedagogy which
takes account of this becoming.
Outline of the chapter
The section Fabricating contexts begins this chapter by identifying a
number of issues that muddy the water in any account of context. The first
relates to Butler’s recognition that ‘context’ is populated by discursively
implicated inclusions and exclusions. My efforts to identify discursive contexts
and who and what is recognisable (or not) within them, paradoxically, create
a further set of collateral losses or unspeakabilities. Secondly, and related to
the first, is the problem of deciding when a clear break occurs between one
context and another.
The section Who will be a subject and what will count as life? maps some
of the contested understandings of the context of the modern University in
order to identify the subjects and practices that might be intelligible within
such contexts.
Then, I take up Allan Luke’s insights:
(1) that state policies and their critiques actually
constitute a series of overlapping discourses and,
moreover, (2) that policy interventions actually have
strong narrative chains, ‘story grammars’ about specific
domains of problems and their possible solutions, about
material societal and institutional conditions, and about
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prospective social agents and scenarios of action (Luke
1997). (2003, p. 87)
These insights have motivated me to analyse a sample of current higher
education policy documents and critiques in the section titled: Performing
the university. Collectively, these documents begin to mark out more
specifically the domain of actions and subjects who are intelligible or ‘viable’
(Butler, 2004c, p. xvii) within the higher education context.
The section The context of research student becoming re-iterates the
conflicted context of research student becoming but highlights the
imperatives of the global knowledge economy and various institutional
responses to this in regard to research student policies and structures. The
absence of any theorised or coherent acknowledgment of the role of research
writing pedagogy is also noted. I also draw attention to some of the discursive
interruptions made possible at the level of theory and practice in relation to
postgraduate research becoming and pedagogy.
This chapter, then, involves an investigation of some of the more abstract and
the more mundane statements that reference the university, its practices and
its students as subjects. In this investigation, I am keen to notice both the
narrative chaining that might be evident in these documents as well as
disruptions to those narratives. It is at these points of rupture that our most
sure ways of knowing, doing and being are called into question and we are
provoked into the possibility of knowing, doing and being otherwise.

Fabricating contexts
Butler’s work in Revisiting Bodies and Pleasures (1999b) places a demand
on me to recognise that no matter where I start this project, no matter what I
chose to include in (or exclude from) it, I am contributing to the fabrication of
context. Wherever I start, whatever I say, I always speak into and through
discursive power. The very idea of ‘context’ presents itself as problematically
as did ‘methodology’ in Chapter two and provokes a series of questions:
Which historical and discursive contexts are the most salient for my project?
What do I include and exclude? Where do I draw the line? How will I name
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these contexts? How do these questions and the choices that I make to
respond to them, speak into and through discursive power? And, what is this
discursive power to which I refer?
Butler’s critique of Foucault’s statement that ‘the rallying point for the counter
attack against the deployment of sexuality ought not to be sex-desire, but
bodies and pleasure’ (1978, p. 157) offers a way of thinking through these
questions. She describes Foucault’s statement as ‘a brief but impressive
linguistic moment’, where:
we might cease to think of sexuality as a specific
attribute of sexed persons, that [sexuality] could not be
reducible to the question of ‘his’ or ‘her’ desire, and that
overcoming the epistemic constraint that mandated
thinking of sexuality as emanating from sexed persons
in the form of desire might constitute an emancipation,
as it were, beyond emancipation. (1999b, p. 11)
Butler argues that Foucault’s ‘insistence that we move to bodies and
pleasures, and away from sex-desire … risks from the start an eradication of
both sexual difference and homosexuality … [both of which] become
strangely unspeakable in this frame’ (1999b, p. 12). Same sex desire and
sexually differentiated desire belong to the older regulatory regime with which
Foucault insists on breaking. In place of sex-desire, Butler argues, Foucault
appears to prioritise bodies and pleasure; a move that comes at a cost both
in terms of what can now be spoken and what might now be opposed.
If it is possible to extrapolate from this particular discussion of the regulatory
discourse of sexuality to other discursive resources of normative regulation,
then Butler’s argument serves as a reminder to consider what subjects,
practices and texts might be rendered invisible or unintelligible in any
particular regulatory regime. In my identification of contexts of intelligibility
within which one becomes a coherent and intelligible writing subject in the
university, inevitably, I erase other contexts.
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Further complicating the notion of historical and discursive context is the
difficulty of drawing a decisive line between one and an apparently later or
earlier context. Butler asks, in Revisiting Bodies and Pleasures, how the point
at which a break is articulated might be understood; does it belong to the
previous time or the imagined future?
How are we to understand the time in which the option
emerges, in which the binary itself is articulated and
articulable? What is the time in which the option is
written? How is the former time constituted precisely
through the line that is drawn between the ‘then’ and the
’now’, the line that is then regarded as a decisive break?
(Butler, 1999b, p. 17)
And, she asks whether it might not be necessary to draw the link in a ‘less
distinct’ way that acknowledges that any negation must always in some way
be attached to the thing it negates:
Does the regime of ‘sex-desire’ not become the
‘unconscious’ of the time of bodies and pleasures, the
spectre of alterity, that which the new time is not and,
hence, that to which the new time is tied through the
very labour of negation. Does it not follow that the deshackling of regulatory sexuality through bodily pleasure
turns out to be a shackling of a new and different order?
(Butler, 1999b, p. 17)
Butler’s argument about negation, while theorized differently, recalls
Elizabeth Grosz’ challenges to understand time as encompassing both
relativities and possibilities, where the future is both relatively connected with
and relatively free from the past. Similarly, Butler’s argument recalls Grosz’
understanding of difference as a process by which something can become
more than itself or other than its past while retaining a certain continuity with
its past. Both of these arguments were first addressed in Chapter one. The
commonality that momentarily links the work of Butler and Grosz is that they
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both mount philosophical and discursive arguments about negation and
alterity.
These arguments move into a more material realm in some of the literature
that deals with the current context of higher education. Bill Readings (1996),
for example, implicitly references the ‘spectre of alterity’ in what he terms ‘his
structural diagnosis’ (p. 2) of the modern university:
The historical narrative that I propose (reason-cultureexcellence) is not simply a sequential one, however.
There are earlier references to excellence that precede
recent

accounts;

likewise,

there

continue

to

be

references to reason and culture …The debate on the
university

is

made

up

of

divergent

and

non-

contemporaneous discourses, even if one discourse
dominates over the others at certain moments. (p. 14)
Similarly, Allan Luke’s analysis of Australian educational policy (2003) refers
to ‘overlapping discourses’. And Eluned Summers-Bremner (2006) invokes
the dialectic of negation in her critique of ‘information transparency’ within
university audit culture. She argues that since the negative contains within it
the positive, then:
[I]nformation and its supposed enlightening function –
require two kinds of darkness to support them. The first
belongs to information, which shows nothing by itself,
and the second to rationale – left handily open to the
information-gatherers and undisclosed to its producers
– of the uses to which it will be put. (p. 19)
Butler’s arguments are salutary. I keep them in mind in the following sections,
as I begin the work of identifying the material conditions and discursive
constitution of the contemporary university through documents that reference
the university and its subjects. These documents are the ‘narratives’ and
‘story grammars’ (following Luke) which assist me to materialise and locate

65

the Butlerian influenced arguments about discourse, intelligibility and subject
formation in the university.

Who will be a subject and what will count as life?
Much of the literature that deals with the current context of higher education
references a recurrent corpus of terms or themes. Unsurprisingly, these are
not approached from a common theoretical or ideological ground.
Nevertheless, within their own frameworks, they represent a collection of
statements that are both ‘sayable’ and ‘visible’. And as such, they are
statements that identify ‘what will count as life’ and ‘who will be a subject’
within what Readings (1996) has described as the modern university.
Reading describes the modern university as being driven by three historically
related understandings or functions. The first, he refers to as the University of
Reason, organised around the Kantian concept of reason. Readings argues
that Kant’s influence connects reason and the state (or knowledge and
power) by ‘producing the figure of the subject who is capable of rational
thought and republican politics’ (1996, p. 15).
The second development of the modern university – the University of Culture,
Readings argues, is influenced by the ‘German Idealists from Schiller to
Humbolt’ (p. 15). Reason is replaced with culture in this understanding and it
is culture which ties the university to the nation-state. The university is
responsible for ‘the dual task of research and teaching, respectively the
production and inculcation of national self-knowledge’ (p. 15).
The third development, Readings names as the techno-bureaucratic notion of
excellence. Under this regime, the university is charged with producing
‘excellence in knowledges, and as such will link into the circuits of global
capital and transnational politics without difficulty’ (p. 38). Readings argues
that there is no cultural content to the notion of excellence except in so far as
its commodity value on the global market, nor is there any necessary
connection to the state as there is in the University of Reason. What instead
marks the University of Excellence is that:
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there is no longer any idea of the University, or rather
that the idea has now lost all content. As a non
referential unit of value entirely internal to the system,
excellence marks nothing more than the moment of
technology’s self-reflection. All the system requires is for
activity to take place, and the empty notion of
excellence refers to nothing other than the optimal
input/output

relation

in

matters

of

information.

(Readings, 1996, p. 39)
Readings’ analysis is described by Shore and Wright as ‘a provocative
critique of the university in the contemporary era of transnationalism’ (2004,
p. 104). His argument is both broad ranging and complex, and the summary
that I have provided here is inadequate in doing it justice. Nevertheless, the
summary highlights particular aspects concerning discourse, intelligibility,
subject formation and agency that are central to my thesis.
Firstly, of interest in this regard, is Readings’ analysis that identifies and
names historically and philosophically locatable, co-existing and competing
discourses that operate within and through the modern university: ‘the
Kantian concept of reason, the Humboltian idea of culture, and now the
techno-bureaucratic notion of excellence’ (Readings, 1996, p. 14). Employing
Butler, the contestation around these discourses marks potential points of
leverage and implicitly demonstrates the performative force of critique, that is,
in its gesturing towards how we might act otherwise (McRobbie, 2006).
Secondly, the connections that Readings makes between the production of
particular subjects and each of his concepts of the modern university provide
some indication of the kinds of practices and subjects that might be
understood as viable within these contexts:
•

The University of Reason, for example, ‘produc[es] the figure of
the subject who is capable of rational thought and republican
politics’ (my emphasis). (p. 15)
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•

The University of Culture assigned the dual roles of ‘production
and inculcation of national self-knowledge ... giving rise to the
national subject who knows what it is ‘to be French or English or
German’ (my emphasis). (pp. 15-16)

•

The University of Excellence within which the student ‘is
situated entirely as the consumer’ (my emphasis). (p. 27)

In summary, Readings’ analysis, although not voiced in Butlerian terms, can
be read as naming and implicitly marking out a space for contested notions of
context and self in the modern university. Butler’s work can be used to think
through this diminishing role of the State in higher education and the ways in
which dispersal of State power can be understood to take on ‘spatial and
bodily characteristics’ (McRobbie, 2006, p. 76). Specifically, the ways in
which these notions of the subject, provided in Readings’ account, filter
through policies, documents, pedagogical practices and construct the
‘intelligible’ subject of the modern university.
A similar narrative of contestation is provided by Shore and Wright (2004) in
their comparison of Readings’ work with Bleiklie’s ‘[h]istoriography of
university discourses on accountability’ (p. 104). Beginning in the early 19th
Century, Bleiklie’s argument is, according to Shore and Wright, that
universities ‘were conceived primarily as autonomous cultural institutions
whose role was to provide a social critique, independent of the State’ (2004,
p. 103) and within this autonomous model, the professoriate was responsible
for overseeing standards, university teachers were not accountable to the
government and governments did not intervene in the curriculum. The
autonomous model was overlaid by a later model which created a line of
accountability that contradicted the autonomous model. Universities began to
function as agencies for the recruitment of civil service-posts and the learned
professions and ‘[t]his role involved the State, as the politically and financially
responsible authority, in attempts to manage universities through legislation
and budgetary policy’ (Shore & Wright, 2004, p. 104).
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The post-1980s model theorised by Bleiklie is the university as corporate
enterprise:
[T]he university is conceived as a producer of mass
education as well as research services and ‘knowledge
transfer’ in what governments today call the competitive,
knowledge-based global economy. (Shore & Wright,
2004, p. 104)
The line of accountability within this model is through senior management
teams to government. These three competing models – universities as
autonomous cultural institutions, as public agencies, and as corporate
enterprises – overlay each other and create a climate of contradiction and
tension around management structures, accountability, policy, practice and
decision making.
Of particular interest to me here, is that Readings and Bleiklie each reference
overlapping terms to describe the modern university: ‘reason’, ‘culture’,
‘excellence’, ‘corporate enterprise’, ‘knowledge-based global economy’,
‘accountability’. Looking beyond Readings and Bleiklie, other critically
motivated theorists of the contemporary university have added to this bank of
terms. There are references, for example, to ‘new managerialism’ and
‘neoliberalism’(Davies, 2003), ‘audit culture’ (Summers-Bremner, 2006), ‘risk
society’ (Bullen, Fahey, & Kenway, 2006; Canagarajah, 2002; Davies, 2003;
Luke, 2003; McRobbie, 2006), and ‘marketisation’ (Fairclough, 1995; Luke,
2003).
Other writers, less interested in critiquing or discursively inscribing the current
context of higher education, use a differently nuanced bank of terms,
described by Shore and Wright (2004) as:
a semantic circuit … [a] barrage of rhetoric [employed to
support the ‘quality revolution’ in universities and
industry]:

‘quality’,

‘empowerment’,

‘excellence’,
‘continuous

‘autonomy’,
improvement’,
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‘enhancement’, ‘dynamic learning cultures’, ‘ownership’,
‘effectiveness’ and ‘self-actualisation’. (p. 107)
These terms, Shore and Wright argue, are not defined by those ‘in power’ but
simply used to explain one in terms of the other in a circuitous and ‘closed
conceptual system’(p. 107).
The competing and overlapping political, economic, and intellectual agendas
that are indexed by these terms – critically motivated or otherwise – shape
the space within which postgraduate research becoming takes place. They
provide ‘intelligibility’ to the policies and practices that surround this
becoming. They ‘shape the ways in which knowledge is produced and
exchanged, how doctoral graduates are formed as particular kinds of selves –
in terms of identities, or skills, capabilities and dispositions – and the activities
involved in doctoral work’ (Lee & Boud, 2009, p. 10). Older traditions of
doctoral work, for example, are oriented towards ‘induction’ rather than
research ‘training’ or ‘education’. Postgraduate research student becoming
within these older traditions – perhaps most recognisably co-constitutive with
the discourses of the University of Reason and/or the University of Culture –
involves the reproduction of a set of practices by which research supervisors
‘themselves were inducted into their discipline’ (Lee & Boud, 2009, p. 11).
The imperatives arising from and supporting the University as corporate
enterprise produce a different set of intelligible practices and selves. Within
the context of corporate enterprise, Lee and Boud’s statement that ‘[t]he
pressure is on to produce, not just a successful doctoral thesis ... but also,
and at the same time graduates who are work-ready and knowledgeable
about research policy, including such matters as intellectual property and
commercialisation’ (2009, p. 11), seems particularly apt.
The context of research student becoming, therefore, is no coherent space
and it operates at different levels of abstraction. In the following section, I
take a closer look at the language used in three documents in order to move
the discussion to a more fine-grained analysis of the ways in which the
university and the student as subject are performatively instantiated via policy
documents and reports.
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Performing the university
Representations and contestations
The excerpt below (Figure 1) is from the Executive Summary of a report
prepared by The Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) for the
section of the Australian Government responsible, in collaboration with the
States, for governing education and training in Australia: the Department of
Education, Science and Training (DEST)4. The full document titled
‘Enhancement Of Quality Assurance Systems In Higher Education In APEC
Member Economies’ October 2006 reports ‘on quality assurance systems in
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) economies based on a survey of
these economies’ (p. iii).
Before moving to the text of the document itself, it is worth noting that the
term ‘economies’ in the title of the document has been used in preference to
‘countries’ in a citational move that performatively reinforces the notion of the
corporate university operating within a context in which, to recall Terry
Threadgold’s words from the beginning of this chapter, ‘nation states [are]
made porous by new technologies and economic globalization’ (2003, p. 7).
Nation states figure now as ‘economies’ invested in notions of quality.

4

DEST has since been renamed as The Department of Education, Employment and

Workplace Relations (DEEWR).
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Figure 1

APEC report excerpt (p. ix)

The first paragraph of the Executive Summary begins with a claim about what
economies need. The terms ‘transparent’, ‘accountable’, ‘regulatory’,
‘accreditation’, ‘quality assurance’ appear in the first sentence as the systems
that ‘economies’ need. In the second sentence, in what becomes a circular
movement reminiscent of Shore and Wright’s closed conceptual system,
governments are initially subsumed within economies (‘in all economies
governments have…’) and they (governments) have a major role to play in
quality assurance ‘because of this national need’, that is, the need for
economies to be transparent, accountable, regulatory etc. The connectivity
among ‘governments’, ‘economies’ and ‘quality assurance’ is established
circuitously, rather than logically. The absence of a logical explanation or
connection is made less visible through the use of ‘because’ which readers
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commonly expect to foreground reasoning between clauses (see, for
example, Halliday, 1994, p. 155).
The second paragraph begins with the counter expectancy marker,
‘however’. But this is not predictive of any counter expectancy move. Instead,
the Executive Summary proceeds with a rationale for the proposition put
forward in the first paragraph. This is provided in the form a brief historical
description of changes over the last 20 years. These changes are qualified by
the use of the attribute ‘radical’ and listed as ‘increases in student numbers,
total costs of higher education, the cross-border mobility of students and
graduates, and the cross-border mobility of education’ that have required
‘consequential’ changes to ‘regulation and quality’. These items listed as
radical changes also appear in much of the current higher education literature
but, as McWilliam et al. note (2002), when viewed historically, change in
relation to the university is not a new thing. Viewed historically, change per
se, as a rationale for a focus on accountability, regulation, accreditation etc
becomes less convincing.
In addition, ‘radical changes’ is placed in a confusing relationship to
‘consequential changes’ in ‘Radical changes … have required [my emphasis]
consequential changes ...’ ‘[R]equired’ is a metaphor for needs or demands.
This creates an ambiguous relationship where what is missing is the causal
relationship between two nominal groups needing one another. Each abstract
entity ‘change’ is ascribed a different attribute: either ‘radical’ or
‘consequential’ but the linkage of these radical changes with the requirement
for consequential changes to regulation and quality is not explained; it is just
required. This is neither an obvious response nor the only response possible.
The third paragraph proposes that economies have responded to these
changes in many different ways. Consequently, the QA processes of the
APEC region vary. QA is exercised by traditional governments, funding
councils and/or a ‘new crop of quality assurance agencies’.
The final paragraph comes to the main purpose of the survey and report – the
focus on ‘emerging QA systems that need to look for practices and
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successful models elsewhere’. In other words, the report is concerned with
quality assuring the quality assurance of higher education in the APEC
region.
And finally, if we scan the whole text for the most common ‘participants’ that
is, people or ‘objects, institutions, abstractions, passages of text: anything
that can have a participant role in a transitivity structure’ (Halliday, 1994, p.
337), there are a number of repetitions or ‘participant chains’ operating.
These include: ‘APEC Education Ministers meeting’, ‘Ministers’, ‘economies’,
‘accreditation’, ‘Quality Assurance systems’, ‘governments’, ‘changes’,
‘increases’, ‘cost’, ‘cross-border mobility’, and ‘professional councils’. This
chaining provides cohesive force to the text, discursively generating an
appearance of stability around the hybridised discourses of higher education,
government, globalization, business, the economy, and quality assurance.
There is, however, no necessary, logical, nor obvious connection among this
group of terms. But as Readings has argued, the notion of excellence has a
constitutive function in the University of Excellence and allows ‘the
combination on a single scale of such utterly heterogeneous features as
finances and the make-up of the student body’ (1996, p. 27). Extrapolating
from Readings, the same constitutive function of the University of Excellence
allows a different but equally heterogeneous chaining of features in this
document.
On one level, Readings’ critique and the Quality Assurance Report could be
read as sitting in opposition to one another. Readings’ text is a critique of the
current context of higher education; the Quality Assurance Report is a
government commissioned report that exhorts conformity to the very
structures that Readings critiques. More interestingly, the two texts when
viewed together begin to flesh out the contemporary context of the university
in ways that highlight its discursive and representational complexity. The
APEC report and a range of other documents that reference, critique or
employ the language of the corporate university function performatively as
citational chains that, in effect, exceed any individual text.
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[A] performative “works” to the extent that it draws on
and covers over the constitutive conventions by which it
is mobilized. In this sense no term or statement can
function performatively without the accumulating and
dissimulating historicity of force. (Butler, 1997b, p. 51)
These texts function performatively; simultaneously multiplying and inscribing
the meanings of the corporate university and what will count as life within
such a context.
In the following section, I consider a particular grouping of policy documents.
Rather than ‘treating policy as a relatively simply instance of dominant
ideology, as static text’ (Luke, 2003, p. 97), I follow Luke’s suggestion to view
policy as ‘historically produced through discourse generative zones, their
everyday exchanges of capital, and face to face dynamics’ (2003, p. 97).
Graduate attributes and the marketisation of higher education
The particular group of policies and documents that I consider are those that
relate to the development of graduate attributes or capabilities, variously
named ‘generic skills’, ‘key skills’, ‘transferable skills’,’ core skills’ or ‘lifelong
learning skills’ (Sumsion & Goodfellow, 2004). These policies and documents
are influential in course design, pedagogy and university quality reviews
(Blackmore, 2009). They describe the student as the product of educational
processes in particular ways and make explicit connections to employability.
They represent a body of statements about who will be a subject in the
contemporary university.
Policies related to graduate attributes, as I will call them from here on, exist in
Australia, the UK, South Africa, Canada and the U.S.A (Jones, 2001). In
broad terms, graduate attributes refer to:
(1) the acquisition of a body of disciplinary knowledge,
(2) the critical understanding which comes from the
communication, application and evaluation of a body of
knowledge, (3) the commitment to ethical action and
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social responsibility, and (4) a capacity for employment
and lifelong learning. (Jones, 2001 np)
While the development and implementation of graduate attributes policies is
now widespread, it is only recently that universities have begun to consider
research student graduate attributes (Manathunga, Lant, & Mellick, 2007). As
Lee and Boud have pointed out, ‘the skills, dispositions, knowledges and
capabilities of the doctoral graduate are increasingly coming under scrutiny
through policy on graduate attributes and doctoral descriptors’ (2009, p. 14).
Simon Barrie has noted that, in Australia, most definitions of generic graduate
attributes are derived from the Higher Education Council (HEC) report
Achieving Quality:
These are the skills, personal attributes and values
which should be acquired by all graduates regardless of
their discipline or field of study. In other words they
should represent the central achievements of higher
education as a process. (2006, p. 262)
Graduate attributes policies, documents and practices are themselves
manifestations of a much wider concurrent socio-political and economic
phenomenon of globalisation, and the intermingling of government, business
and higher education discourses. Within these formations, ‘institutions of
higher education come increasingly to operate under government pressure,
as if they were ordinary businesses competing to sell their products to
consumers’ (Fairclough, 1995, p. 141). The two documents that I examine in
the following section materialise and instantiate these discourses. They also
instantiate a set of relationships between the student and the university; they
imagine the student as consumer (using Fairclough’s argument) and also as
product, that is, the graduate of the university.
The first document (Figure 2) is an excerpt from the position paper Enhancing
the learning and employability of graduates: The role of generic skills (Hager,
Holland, & Beckett, 2002, p. 6). This was prepared for the Business Higher
Education Round Table (B-HERT):
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a forum where leaders of Australia’s business, research,
professional and academic communities can address
important issues of common interest, to improve the
interaction between Australian business and higher
education institutions, and to guide the future directions
of higher education. (B-HERT, 2003, p. 40)
In an era when various new kinds of partnerships are
developing between industry and higher education, and
between the different sectors in education, a paper on
generic skills is timely … The growing emphasis on
generic skills in higher education has several sources.
One is the increasing evidence of demand from
business and employer organisations for graduates to
possess

generic

skills.

There

are

also

various

economic, technological and educational arguments
that have brought generic skills to wider attention. The
contemporary focus on generic skills is really part of a
bigger, as yet unresolved, debate about the purpose of
university education and how to develop educated
persons who are both employable and capable of
contributing to civil society …
Figure 2
Enhancing the learning and employability of graduates: The
role of generic skills.
The position paper represents a national statement of the recognition of the
alignment of the goals of business and education. It is also a statement about
the relationship between students and the university. As configured in the
document, graduate students are ‘products’ who possess generic skills to
meet the demands of business and employer organisations and who have
been developed as educated, employable contributors to civil society.
The second document (Figure 3) is a figure excerpted from a report on
Graduate Employability Skills by Precision Consultancy commissioned by the
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Australian Business, Industry and Higher Education Collaboration Council
(Precision 2007, p. 11).

Figure 3

An integrated approach (Figure 1 in original document)

Figure 3 provides a graphic representation of the integrated approach
proposed as part of the report recommendations to emphasise ‘improved
processes for identifying, developing, assessing and reporting graduate
employability skills’ (p. 4). It provides a further example, both through the
lexis and the graphic, of the hybridised discourses of business and higher
education, this time grounded or materialised within a proposal for how these
should work at the curriculum level. The graphic is linear, directional, and
suggestive of the production process (line) itself. Interestingly, there is no
explicit mention of students, although presumably these are the ‘individuals’
mentioned in the central column, whose capability will be built, and who will
be responsible for documenting the skills, as indicated in text at the bottom
end of the second vertical arrow.
The types of convergences that I have sketched here, the incursions of
discourses of globalisation, government and business into education
discourses make for destabilising shifts between discourses and
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consequently unsettle a single account or interpretation of the contemporary
university. Alternative accounts are made possible precisely because of this
instability.
Ron Barnett’s work (2004), for example, contrasts with the usual range of
discussions on graduate attributes; sidestepping accounts of practice such as
curriculum mapping, as well as critiques related to the confusion of terms,
lack of conceptual and theoretical bases or commonly shared understandings
(Sumsion & Goodfellow, 2004). Barnett’s work foregrounds subjectivity, affect
and pedagogy. Running counter to the directional movement of Figure 3,
Barnett (2004) argues that generic skills or graduate attributes are a ‘cul-de
sac’ in relation to their ability to prepare graduates for what he argues is an
unknown future.
Influenced by Heidegger’s existentialist work, Barnett’s claim is that
individuals in contemporary society are in a state of epistemological
insecurity:
… this epistemological slipperiness generates, in turn,
ontological destabilization. For if the world is radically
unknowable

then,

by

extension

‘I’

am

radically

unknowable … what I am as a doctor, student or
professor is itself unclear, contested destabilised. (2004,
p. 252)
He argues for a curriculum of supercomplexity underpinned by a pedagogy of
supercomplexity and uncertainty:
if we are to capture the kind of pedagogy that is in
question here … then a quite different language is
required.

A

language

for

risk,

uncertainty

and

transformation of human being (sic) itself calls for
imagination. It may be a poetic language, a language
that speaks to human being (sic). It might be a language
of love, of becoming, of disturbance, or of inspiration.
What is it for human beings to be encouraged, to be
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brought forth, out of themselves? Smiles, space,
unease,

frisson,

humanity,

empathy,

care

and

engagement may be helpful as descriptors; but each
pedagogical situation sets up its own educational
challenges and the imagined possibilities will be
sensitive to each setting (cf hooks, 1994; Mills, 1994;
Nussbaum, 2000). (Barnett, 2004, p. 258)
In effect, by suggesting, as he does, that certain dispositions should be
fostered but that the economic value of doing this in order to meet the needs
of the corporate sector, ‘cannot be the educational justification for designing
curricula and engaging in pedagogies that are likely to sponsor the formation
of these descriptions’ (p. 259), Barnett is risking an epistemologically secure
position. In other words, his arguments push to the limit what usually makes
sense in discussions of graduate attributes (critique or compliance) by
recombining both in what amounts to a reconfiguration of the place of the
subject, affect and pedagogy in the University of Excellence.
My reading of Barnett’s work in this way provides an entry point to the final
section of this chapter where I consider the ways in which practices of
research writing pedagogy are configured and also open to reconfiguration
within the admittedly messy context that I have described.

The context of research student becoming
As I have described in the preceding sections of this chapter, the university is
a site of multiple and overlapping discourses. Together, this complexity of
factors constitutes the specific historical and discursive context within which
research student becoming takes place. Nevertheless, discussions about the
labour and commodity requirements of the knowledge economy prevail, and
regulation and quality assurance measures attempt to ensure market
advantage within a globalised knowledge economy (see, for example,
Blackmore, 2009). This is a context focused firmly on outcomes – completed
theses, and a completed postgraduate researcher equipped for the
knowledge economy.
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This context, translated into policy and practice, at this particular moment in
history, sees pressure for timely completion rates for higher degree research
students and demands for higher research visibility in the form of publications
during and beyond research student candidature (Aitchison, 2009; Aitchison
et al., 2010; Boud & Lee, 2009). At the policy level, institutional responses
have focused on ensuring the quality and effectiveness of higher degree
supervision (Adkins, 2009), the provision of richer research environments
(Boud & Lee, 2005), and changing organisational structures.
Bitusikova (2009, p.202-203, cited in Aitchison et al., 2010, p. 2), for example,
has indicated that discussion across Europe has looked to organisational
structures that ‘must demonstrate added value for the institution and for
doctoral candidates: to improve transparency, quality, and admission and
assessment procedures; and to create synergies regarding transferable skills
development’. Writing about the current situation in both Australia and
Europe, Barbara Adkins (2009) describes recommendations to facilitate
greater mobility for research students in the sciences allowing them to spend
time in different research laboratories. Further recommendations include the
extension of interdisciplinary opportunities to the humanities and social
sciences. Acting on these recommendations requires the removal of current
structural and traditional impediments and ‘a commitment on the part of both
providers and users of research’ (Howard, 2008, p.26, cited in Adkins, 2009,
p. 166). Collectively, these recommendations and structural responses
acknowledge higher degree research outcomes as inevitably linked to the
globalised knowledge economy.
Institutional responses, however, have generally not extended to a
recognition that writing pedagogy is an integral aspect of research and
supervision pedagogy. Rather, as Barbara Kamler and Pat Thomson have
expressed it, there has been a ‘startling lack of explicit attention to writing the
doctoral dissertation, the attention which is given is diminished when it treats
writing as a set of decontextualised skills, rather than as a social practice
(2006, p. 5). Skill-focused advice books and skill-focused pedagogies for
research writing, while in abundance, project a view of writing as a neutral
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activity (Kamler & Thomson, 2006); something that one either has or has not,
as uninflected by prevailing or competing discursive constructions of the
university and in no way implicated in identity work or, as I argue in this
thesis, the construction of a writing subject.
Interruptions and opportunities
In this final section, I want to draw attention to some of the discursive
interruptions made possible at the level of theory and practice in relation to
postgraduate research becoming and pedagogy. These possibilities arise
precisely because the competing discourses that constitute this moment in
higher education break apart our most sure ways of knowing and being, and
open up new ways for imagining and doing otherwise. Some of these
interruptions take the form of alternatively theorised accounts of the
relationship between the research student and the production of knowledge
(see, for example, Barnacle, 2005), the role of writing in research becoming
(see, for example, Aitchison et al., 2010; Aitchison & Lee, 2006; Barnacle &
Mewburn, 2010; Kamler & Thomson, 2006; Lee & Boud, 2003), and the
notion that postgraduate research pedagogy is a site of identity formation
which is as much concerned with the production of subjects as it is with
knowledge (see, for example, Barnacle & Mewburn, 2010; Green, 2005;
Kamler, 2001; Kamler & Thomson, 2006).
At the level of theory, for example, Robyn Barnacle (2005) destabilises the
notion that knowledge in the higher education context is located as the
principle resource of trade, and that the doctoral candidate is a knowledge
worker who can accumulate both knowledge and skills to be deployed at
some later date. In this account, ‘[t]he instrumental nature of the Doctoral
candidate as knowledge worker situates the knower at arms length from what
is known’ (p. 185). Barnacle’s alternative account, however, ‘reminds us that
knowledge does not behave like other commodities’ (p. 187) and that the
problematic status of knowledge needs to be foregrounded ‘by pointing to its
inherent partiality: that what is known and the knower affect each other’ (p.
187).
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In a more recent work with Inger Mewburn (Barnacle & Mewburn, 2010, p.
434), Barnacle makes a further disruption to normative discourses, this time
in regard to the peripheral place, or absence, of a focus on writing in doctoral
becoming. Barnacle and Mewburn (2010) propose that writing is a key site of
contemporary scholarly practice and the performance of scholarly identity.
Their work echoes earlier work that identifies postgraduate research
pedagogy as a site of identity formation (see, for example, Green, 2005;
Green & Lee, 1995). Barbara Kamler and Pat Thompson (2006) also make a
case for the importance of writing, arguing that it is primarily through writing
that doctoral candidates learn how to position themselves as scholars by
adopting disciplinarily appropriate ways of establishing and defending
knowledge claims.
Claire Aitchison and Alison Lee (2006) argue for the recognition of research
writing as a social situated practice that is critical to research education. They
move this discussion to the site of practice initiatives, reporting on two
variations of writing groups underpinned by common principles of
‘identification and peer review, community, and writing as ‘normal business’ in
the doing of research’ (p. 265). A further example, is the group of practices
related to publishing within and beyond the doctorate reported in Publishing
for the Doctorate and Beyond (2010). These are ‘lightly theorised’ (Aitchison
et al., 2010, p. 5) accounts which locate writing as a central activity and
‘pedagogy as central to the work of doctoral education’ (p. 5). This collection
contains various responses from a variety of national contexts and includes
theorised accounts of writing retreats, peer writing groups and other
innovations.
My reading of the examples that I have cited in this section is that they
foreground the relational and affective aspects of research student becoming,
knowledge production, subject formation and writing. As such, they produce a
theorised and practice oriented counter discourse to the view of knowledge
that is situated at ‘arms length’ from the student who acquires it (as a
graduate attribute) for later use in an employment context. Similarly, the
relational and affective dimensions of these accounts trouble with notions of
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the student as product and consumer of the contemporary university. Writing
is relocated as central to knowledge production, subject formation and
pedagogy.

Conclusion
In this chapter, I have employed Judith Butler’s understandings and a small
collection of documents to begin to mark out the contexts of intelligibility
within which a student becomes subject of and to the university. Butler’s work
pays attention to the ways in which discursive power operates through
normalising practices conducted through language in statements, documents,
and in everyday activities to circumscribe who and what is knowable,
thinkable, legitimated and recognisable. My exploration of the language and
graphics employed in three documents related to graduate attributes and
quality assurance, and my more general exploration of the constitution of the
contemporary university through the work of Readings, Bleiklie and the other
theorists discussed in the chapter has exposed an overwhelming, often
confusing and elided collection of terms associated with the context of
contemporary western higher education.
Positioned within this context, postgraduate research student becoming and
pedagogy seem to be at a crossroads. There is a general recognition that
things are changing and that supervision pedagogy is part of that change.
Aitchison, Kamler and Lee (2010) understand pedagogy as central to the
work of doctoral education, and I would add, to research student becoming
more generally. They theorise pedagogy as both a conceptual field and a
practice. Conceptually, they identify pedagogy as encompassing the
interrelationships of teaching, learning, knowledge and practice. And practice,
they understand as being about ‘action and interaction’ (p. 6), engaging with
social relationships, materials things and environments. My work in this thesis
constitutes an offering to this larger project of theorising postgraduate
research becoming and pedagogy.
My focus in the following chapters is on writing and its co-constitutive
relationship with subject formation. In Chapters five and six, I employ the
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texts and talk about texts of my co-researchers to locate those moments
when the expanded subject who writes is compelled to write a legible,
recognisable and legitimate self onto the page or risk writing a somewhat less
legible self. At those moments, ‘who will count as a subject and what will
count as life’ are exposed and open for reconfiguration. Rather than
understanding these moments as ‘not quite the final product’ produced by the
student who is ‘not yet the final product’ of the university, I understand them
as points of leverage or moments of agency which are of pedagogical
interest. Chapter seven employs a range of texts to explore the ways in which
analyses of writing are generative of a further set of performatives that
exceed the text under analysis.
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Chapter 4

Introduction to a triptych

(Chapters 5, 6, 7)
Introduction
This chapter operates as an introduction to the following three chapters
(Chapters five, six and seven) which work together as a triptych. Each
triptych chapter develops a view of writing and the student as subject,
introduced first in Chapter one with Clara’s assistance. Each of the triptych
chapters takes as a starting point the proposition that writing and subject
formation are mutually constitutive, that: ‘ [w]henever the subject writes, the
subject is written even when the apparent object of the writing
(histoire/history) bears no signs of the writing ‘I’’(Threadgold, 1997, pp. 30,
original emphasis).
In this collection of chapters, the written, verbal and sometimes visual texts
produced by my co-researchers allow me to recontextualise this proposition
in order to frame drafting/writing as co-constitutive with the construction of a
particular academic writing subject, brought into being through the mundane
and iterative practices of writing, review, and critique. These practices
position the student as writer in a vulnerable relationship to the real or
internalised Other (the supervisor and others who might view, critique and
assess the drafts or the final thesis). Drafting, review, and critique engage the
participants in moments of address during which the addressee (the student)
is called into being as a subject in particular ways through the language used
to describe the student text.
The triptych chapters function on two levels. On one level, they investigate
the influences on student writing, traced through changes in writing over a
series of reworked drafts. At the same time, I pay attention to the students’
accounts of the provocations for what they include, erase or write differently.
Using this ‘data’, the first two chapters (Chapters five and six) attempt to
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answer the question of why it is that even with the knowledge of how texts
work in a particular discourse community, students make seemingly
unexpected decisions about text structure, their ‘voice’ in the text, and
particular choices in the lexicogrammar. The answer I suggest has something
to do with the constitutive and materialising effects of language in the
transformation or stylization of the academic subject who writes into the more
foreclosed writing subject.
The drafts and student accounts in Chapters five and six are drawn together
within a theoretical framing that owes much to Butler’s work on the relational
subject, language and iterative performativity. Using this framing, the student
writers are understood as socially, linguistically and performatively constituted
subjects who are neither always fully determined by discourse, nor fully
agentive within it. The seemingly mundane and repeated processes of
writing, critique and review that make up a research student’s life are
moments when a student writer is called into being in some way and must
respond. These are moments where Butler’s iterative performativity is at
work– where, in some sense, the intelligible writing subject pre-exists any
individual call to write in particular ways. Students’ negotiations with and
through drafts are understood as being ontologically, epistemologically, and
pedagogically potent moments in becoming a postgraduate research writer.
On another level, the triptych chapters attempt a rapprochement between
open-ended ‘post’ theorisations of subject formation and the highly structured
discourse analytic technologies arising from Systemic Functional Linguistics
(SFL). SFL allows me to work with my co-researchers texts at a granular level
that adds substance to my argument concerning the co-constitutive
relationship between writing and the subject. This work requires me first to
begin to enunciate just where and how such a conjunction of seemingly
different theoretical paradigms might be able to be brought together. I attempt
to articulate how this might be possible in this chapter through a focus on the
areas of instantiation and expansion. And finally, since I am working also
from a ‘post theorised’ position, one of the ‘stuck places’ (Lather, 2006) that I
must address is that a rapprochement can’t be achieved without some level
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of reflexivity. So in Chapter seven, textual analysis itself is an object of
inquiry.
Outline of the chapter
I begin this chapter with the section Butler’s conceptual framing where I
elaborate on particular aspects of Judith Butler’s work that are applicable to
the following chapters. The section Poetics-Poiesis introduces the work that
I do on and with texts in the triptych chapters. Then, in Seeking
complementary moments, I explore some of those points where Butler’s
theorisations of the subject and Michael Halliday’s SFL might be brought
together to expand our understandings of what is involved in becoming a
postgraduate research writer. Along the way, I indicate how potential
complementary aspects of Butler’s work and Halliday’s SFL play out in the
triptych chapters.

Butler’s conceptual framing
The conceptual framing for the work on subject formation in this triptych is
Judith Butler’s, particularly her work in Gender Trouble (Butler, 1999a),
Bodies that Matter (Butler, 1993), Excitable Speech (Butler, 1997a) and
Giving an Account of Oneself (Butler, 2001). The subject assumes both
instability and agency within Butler’s work. Subject formation is complex,
unstable and iterative, involving ongoing doing and undoing, foreclosure and
the possibility of doing differently within discursive constraints (Butler, 2004b).
Subject formation is performative, that is, it engages the processes of being
called into being or interpellated over time, within discourse and its subtle and
myriad workings, often within the mundane activities of social life. Language
is key to interpellating a particular social subject:
Language sustains the body not by bringing it into being
or feeding it in a literal way; rather it is by being
interpellated within the terms of language that a certain
social existence of the body first becomes possible.
(Butler, 1997a, p. 5)
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Butler’s performativity accommodates multiple, layered subject positions
intersecting and provoked by the operations of discourse in its everyday and
more arcane forms. Butler’s subject is, therefore, not a coherent construction.
Indeed, ‘identity’, is ‘a contingent construction which assumes multiple forms
even as it presents itself as single and stable’ (Salih & Butler, 2004, p. 2).
Precisely because of its instability and contingency, the subject is also, in a
seemingly improbable move, potentially agentive. Thus, the dual notion of
interpolation and interpellation inheres also within Butler’s performative
subject.
Bill Ashcroft uses the term interpolation to describe the political process of
interrupting or interjecting oneself into postcolonial discourses, thereby
redefining the nature of resistance by revealing the multitude of possible
subject positions (Ashcroft, 2001, pp. 48-52). In Chapter five, I borrow
Edward Said’s metaphor of the voyage in (via the work of Ashcroft) and,
maintaining its sense of movement, risk and purpose, I extend this image
along cartographical lines into the heuristic Topologies of becoming. This
becomes a tool with which to visualise, map, and theorise the negotiations
that students make in their voyage into becoming a recognised and
acknowledged research writer.
Butler’s subject is similarly engaged in the possibility of interruption or
interpolation. As Butler explains, although power operates to make certain
ways of being and doing unspeakable or incoherent, thereby foreclosing on
the subject that might emerge as intelligible within any regulatory regime; the
subject is never fully reducible to such an effect:
A subject who speaks at the border of the speakable
takes the risk of redrawing the distinction between what
is and is not speakable, the risk of being caste out into
the unspeakable. (Butler, 1997a, p. 139)
In the first chapter of the triptych (Chapter five), and followed through in
different ways in the following two chapters (Chapters six and seven), I
propose that drafting/writing might be understood as both an effect of and a
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provocation to a process of textual, epistemological and ontological
becoming. Drafting texts over time, as my co-researchers in this study have
done, engages the subject in the duality of interpolation/interpellation. Rather
than being understood simply as ‘not the final product’, drafting might be
more productively understood as a locus of a dynamic textual,
epistemological and ontological becoming.
When I say ‘productively’, I mean a number of things. Productive signifies
more than reworking the text into the next draft; it is also suggestive of the
iterative reworking of the subject who writes. Drafting, understood in this way,
involves becoming the ‘right’ sort of writing subject in contrast to the more
elaborated and excessive subject who writes. Productive also signals the
notion that the subject produces itself, that is, that writing and subject
formation are mutually constitutive. In order to become the right writing
subject within this context, certain aspects of the subject are closed down,
others may be opened up. These claims, in order to be taken seriously,
demand that I address the processes through which the right sort of writing
subject is initiated and locate these as processes that are made visible
through the writing a student does and through students’ accounts of their
writing.

Poetics-Poiesis
The work that I do with texts in the triptych chapters might be understood as
both poetics and poiesis in the sense that Terry Threadgold employs these
terms. She uses poetics to mean ‘work on and with texts’ (1997, p. 2), and
poiesis to describe the dynamic process of cultural making (p. 3). I do this
work in a number of ways. The first of these might be more aptly termed
‘rewriting’, following Threadgold’s (1997) and Alison Lee’s (2000) use of the
term, and employed here in the sense of making apparent what is often left
outside the areas of interest to research writing pedagogy in higher
education. The second is my concern with textual analysis as an analytic tool
to help me do the work of rewriting. I use aspects of SFL, most notably
Michael Halliday and Ruquaiya Hasan’s work (Halliday, 1985, 1994, 2003;
Hasan, 2009), for this purpose. Finally, as I indicated earlier, in the last of this
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collection of three chapters, I am also concerned with textual analysis as an
object of study in itself.
Textual analysis is an important component of academic writing pedagogy
and research in higher education both nationally and internationally. My
particular interest is in what Louise Ravelli and Robert Ellis refer to as
complementary socio constructivist, ethnographic and SFL perspectives
(2004). Overviews of these approaches and others employed in academic
writing teaching contexts and research in the UK, North America, Canada,
New Zealand and Australia can be found in Lillis and Scott (2007) GanobscikWilliams (2006), Ivanic (2004), Jones (2004) and Ravelli and Ellis (2004). Wu
(2006) uses Jones’ categories to provide a bibliography of major areas of
development in the field of academic writing research across national
boundaries.
SFL is used frequently as a mainstay of academic writing pedagogy in
Australian universities (Jones, 2004; Lillis & Scott, 2007) and in other national
higher education contexts (see Ravelli & Ellis, 2004). Genre work in the SFL
tradition (see, for example, Martin & Rose, 2003) is also a key component of
this pedagogy. The pedagogies influenced by SFL frequently operate via a
‘sort of linguistic mapping of academic literacy in terms of the discipline
specificity of texts’ (Lee, 1997, p. 67).

Seeking complementary moments
Networks and expansion
Finding potential complementary areas between SFL and Butler’s work
seems, at first, to be an almost impossible task. SFL, for example, makes
extensive use of systems networks with entry points into the system diverging
into progressively more differentiated and delicate choices. As Halliday
explains, in response to his own question: How big is language?
How big is a language? We can conceptualize the
content

plane

as

a

kind

of

semantic

space,

multidimensional and elastic, which is capable of
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expanding to some indefinite extent. But if we think of it
in digital terms, it call be quantified as the number of
options that might be represented in a network of
grammatical systems. Such networks are partially
ordered: some systems are mutually independent (not
associated), for example the primary systems of
transitivity

and

mood:

others

are

taxonomically

associated, access to one being dependent on selection
within another (e.g. if indicative, then either declarative
or interrogative). If we pretend for the moment that all
systems are binary, then given any set of systems
forming a network, if they form a simple taxonomy the
number of possible options is just n + 1 (one system,
two options; six systems, seven options; fifteen
systems, sixteen options and so on); if they are all
independent, then the number of possible options is 2n
(one system, two options; six systems, 64 options;
fifteen systems, 215 = 32,768 options, and so on).
(Halliday, 2003, p. 405)
Halliday also says that the network system that represents the infinite options
available within a language is relatively simple. Using the English verb or
verbal group as an example, he identifies ‘towards 100,000 forms: all of these
with one and the same lexical verb … [however] this huge set of possibilities
arises from the intersection of a fairly small set of fairly simple choices. That
is what the grammar of a language is like’ (2003, p. 407). Figure 4 below is a
reproduction of Halliday’s system network for the available choices for the
verb or verbal group.
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Butler’s work, on the other hand, is focused firmly on the ongoing elaboration
and expansion of what it means to be human and, the possible modes of
being and doing in the social world. In the 1999 preface to the anniversary
edition of Gender Trouble, for example, Butler says that the aim of that text
was:
to open up the field of possibility for gender without
dictating which kinds of possibilities ought to be realized
…Gender Trouble sought to uncover the ways in which
the very thinking of what is possible in gendered life is
foreclosed by certain habitual and violent presumptions.
The text also sought to undermine any and all efforts to
wield a discourse of truth to delegitimate minority
gendered and sexual practices. This doesn’t mean that
all minority practices are to be condoned or celebrated ,
but it does mean we ought to be able to think them
Figure 4
The system network for the verbal group (appearing as Figure 5 in
Halliday, 2003, p.408)

Butler’s work, on the other hand, is focused firmly on the ongoing elaboration
of what it means to be human, and the possible modes of being and doing in
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the social world. In the 1999 Preface to the anniversary edition of Gender
Trouble, for example, Butler says that the aim of that text was:
to open up the field of possibility for gender without
dictating which kinds of possibilities ought to be realized
… Gender Trouble sought to uncover the ways in which
the very thinking of what is possible in gendered life is
foreclosed by certain habitual and violent presumptions.
The text also sought to undermine any and all efforts to
wield a discourse of truth to delegitimate minority
gendered and sexual practices. This doesn’t mean that
all minority practices are to be condoned or celebrated,
but it does mean we ought to be able to think them
before we come to any kinds of conclusions about them
(1999a, p. viii).
Hallidays’ network system of language with its ordering and taxonomic
relations seems at odds with Butler’s project of expansion of what it means to
be human. But Halliday’s network system also implies/contains within it a
theory of semogenesis. In simple terms, semogenesis is the infinite options
available within language. It takes into account the growth of meaning
through the system of language as it changes through interaction with the
environment and society; the development of an individual’s language from
birth through to death; and the growth of a text as a ‘process of
“individuation”, the unfolding of a particular instance of spoken or written
discourse’ (Halliday & Webster, 2009, p. 239). It is the first and last of these
that are relevant to the work of this thesis.
It is at this point that a possible complementarity can be theorised, and
indeed this has been done in earlier work. Poynton, for example, makes the
point that:
Of all linguistic models, the systemic view of the twoway determination of the relation between language and
context comes closest to current (poststructuralist)
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understandings, outside linguistics, of the work done by
‘language’ in constituting (and not just ‘expressing’)
knowledges and persons. (2000, p. 36)
In later sections of this chapter, I work with the notion of expansion that is
part of Halliday’s semogenesis work and Butler’s work on subject formation. I
understand these as complementary moments that are both possible and
applicable to the work the triptych chapters do in elaborating and engaging
with the process of becoming.
Inheritances and trajectories
Less problematic in the work of seeking complementarities are the different
theoretical inheritances and trajectories of Butler’s and Halliday’s work. As
Butler herself says in the preface to Gender Trouble (1999a) and later in her
dialogue with Vicki Kirby, recorded in the final chapter of Live Theory (Kirby,
2006), her work is difficult to categorise, and deliberately so. Sarah Salih
(2002) identifies the influences of philosophy, psychoanalysis, feminist and
poststructuralist theories in Butler’s work on subject formation. And, there are
ongoing debates by her readers and critics as to where her work should be
placed.
Butler, for example, draws from, and works reflexively and ongoingly with,
what she calls, in the new introduction to the 1999 reprint of Subjects of
Desire, ‘a certain set of Hegelian questions’ (p. xiv). As Kirby (2006) explains,
Butler’s ongoing interest especially relates to the ‘sense of unfinished
business’ and equivocality of meaning and identity that Hegel’s dialectic
invokes. But as Kirby also points out, this interest is ‘no ordinary inheritance
from an authoritative antecedent’ (2006, p. 1). Butler’s work is also a
problematisation of Hegel’s work. Other theoretical influences that Butler
draws from include Foucault, Derrida, Althusser, Freud and Lacan. But, as
with her work with Hegel, these influences are not uncritically taken into
account.
Like Butler, Halliday’s linguistic work on language as a semogenetically
driven social semiotic system also represents a deviation from other
95

traditions. In Halliday’s case, these are the structuralist or psycho-linguistic
traditions which view language as formal structures or are interested in the
human brain as the repository of and impetus for language structures. Bloor
and Bloor (1995, pp. 239-250) provide an overview of the antecedents and
influences on Halliday’s work including Firth, Malinowski, Whorf, and the
Prague School. Threadgold also notes the influences of:
British structuralist-functionalist anthropology, the work
of the educational sociologist Bernstein (whose later
(1990) work is specifically on pedagogic discourse) and
the much earlier work of the linguists Sapir (1921) and
Whorf (1956) in the work of Michael Halliday himself
(Halliday 1985). This intertextual and discursive history
needs to be thought of as still operating, albeit at a
distance, in the work on discourse of this school of
linguists. (2003, p. 17)
Threadgold further locates Halliday, along with Ruquaiya Hasan, Gunther
Kress, and Bob Hodge as members of the group that came to be known as
the social semioticians in Australia in the 1980s and 90s. This group was
influenced by:
… poststructuralism and French structuralism and
semiotics as well as the work of semioticians like
Umberto Eco (1979), and a variety of feminisms, so that
what Halliday had called a theory of language as social
semiotic became something quite other by the early
1990s. There was a concern to rethink functional
linguistics in the light of the work of Foucault on
discourse,

institutions

heteroglossia

and

and

dialogism

power,
and

Bakhtin
the

work

on
of

psychoanalytic feminisms on the unconscious and the
questions of the body and subjectivity. There was a new
focus on processes of textual interpretation and
production, and a new understanding of the crucial
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importance of intertextuality and subjectivity in those
processes as discursive processes involving struggle
and change. What remained of the original theory was
the importance of a functional theory of language as a
way of grounding discourse analysis in a flexible
linguistic analysis and a recognition of the importance of
trying to integrate this with radical social and cultural
theory.

The

work

of

Kress/Hodge

(1988),

of

Kress/Threadgold (1988), of Thibault (1991), of Poynton
(1985), the collection edited in 1988 by Birch/ O'Toole,
Threadgold (1997) and the collection edited in 2000 by
Lee/Poynton give some indication of the range, breadth
and difference of this work from the earlier critical
linguistics. (Threadgold, 2003, pp. 17-18)
As Chapter seven in the triptych attempts to demonstrate, some of these
more socially and critically oriented aspects of SFL have been overshadowed
in research that focuses on identifying particular clause level features of
academic texts. Even though SFL arguably ‘provides a rich account of textcontext relations’ (Ravelli & Ellis, 2004, p. 1), the focus on text, at times,
occurs at the expense of a similarly in-depth and delicately nuanced analysis
of the contexts of production and reception of these texts.
Halliday’s and Butler’s work have different histories and trajectories, but both
are inherently socially oriented projects with an interest in the materialising
effects of language. And while there are a number of potential
complementarities to be drawn from their work, I do not want to attempt to
join these disparate theories into some sort of makeshift unity. They do, after
all, come from different epistemological frames.
What I want to suggest here, however, is that they are not incompatible
frames and that they might be usefully employed alongside each other in a
research design for examining postgraduate research writer becoming. This
is a research design that accommodates interestedness and
disinterestedness. It resonates with Erica McWilliam’s (2004) call for such a
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design in response to longstanding debates about what counts as knowledge,
what counts as method and even what counts as a research question. In
educational research, McWilliam describes this debate as playing out in
criticisms of ‘flabby’, ‘interested’ small scale, localised, practitioner-based
research. The criticism is that tacit professional knowledge, revealed by
giving voice to it, is considered sufficient for the purposes of research inquiry
(similar criticisms are made, for example, in Maton, 2000; R. Moore & Muller,
1999). In contrast, are the ‘disinterested’ theoretical models that are preferred
within scientific focused epistemology, that is, those that are ‘solid’,
generalisable, replicable, and offer predictability.
Putting aside the longstanding challenges (see, for example, Feyerabend,
1962; Kuhn, 1962; Popper, 1945) to any claims of ‘disinterestedness’, these
flabby – solid characterisations are extremes of a research continuum. Yet
this is a persistent characterisation presenting ongoing obstacles to attempts
at the sort of research design that McWilliam has called for. As Mario Biagnoli
has argued, an effect of these oppositional perspectives is to position science
as a benchmark for the future role of humanities in the modern university or,
conversely, from a humanities perspective, to caste science as ‘a monolith
rather than as an assemblage of very diverse knowledge-making practices’
(2009, p. 824).
Neither Halliday’s work (despite the quantitative appeal of the systems
network and the corpus linguistics work which has developed alongside of
and in concert with SFL) nor Butler’s (with her interest in open-ended inquiry
into the conditions of subject formation) could easily be placed on either end
of this continuum. Butler’s work does eschew non arbitrary knowledge claims,
but not in the sense of claiming that all knowledge is arbitrary. Rather Butler’s
project is an ethical project in which she works against foreclosure, arguing
that all knowledge (ways of being, doing, knowing) should be able to be
thought before any conclusions are drawn about them (Salih, 2002). As
Butler asks, for example, in relation to gendered life:
Is the breakdown of gender binaries, for instance, so
monstrous, so frightening, that it must be held to be
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definitionally impossible and heuristically precluded from
any effort to think [read here, theorise] gender? (Butler,
1999a, pp. viii-ix)
Butler’s work is, in the spirit of inquiry that characterises her work, never
finalised. Her work is itself part of an ongoing dialectic in which she remains
open to revising and reworking her ideas on subject formation, gender, sex,
the psyche, language and power (Salih, 2002; Salih & Butler, 2004).
In the following triptych chapters, I trace some contours of misalignments,
that is, moments when becoming a postgraduate research writer become
unintelligible depending on the viewpoints, propositions or technologies in
play. This is, as Butler describes, the work of the critic:
The critic thus has a double task, to show how
knowledge and power work to constitute a more or less
systematic way of ordering the world with its own
“conditions of acceptability of a system,” but also “to
follow

the

breaking

points

which

indicate

its

emergence.” So not only is it necessary to isolate and
identify the peculiar nexus of power and knowledge that
gives rise to the field of intelligible things, but also to
track the way in which that field meets its breaking
point, the moments of its discontinuities, the sites where
it fails to constitute the intelligibility for which it stands.
What this means is that one looks both for the
conditions by which the object field is constituted, but
also for the limits of those conditions, the moments
where they point up their contingency and their
transformability. In Foucault’s terms, “schematically
speaking, we have perpetual mobility, essential fragility
or rather the complex interplay between what replicates
the same process and what transforms it.” (Butler,
2004f, p. 316)
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These dynamic moments, as Butler goes on to explain, are times when the
subject comes undone; is ‘desubjugated’. At these moments, what we take to
be our most sure ways of knowing, being, and doing break apart. We have at
these moments reached the limits of knowing and being, the limits of
intelligible actions. At these moments, ‘desubjugation marks precisely the
fragility and transformability of the epistemics of power’ (Butler, 2004f, p.
317).

A complementary moment?
Halliday’s work on semogenesis (Halliday, 2003) and Butler’s ongoing work
on the expansion of what it means to be human shape the first potential point
of complementarity that I want to investigate. The operations of language and
the mechanisms of expansion as understood both in Halliday’s semogenesis
and Butler’s iterative performativity is the hinge point for this exploration.
Expansion is key to Halliday’s considerations of the ways in which
instantiation, that is, a particular use of language, has the potential to impact
on the system of language.
Language is key also to Butler’s work on performativity, that is, to the role of
language not only in the discursive constitution of the subject but also in the
potential to reappropriate, redeploy and restage language in ways that might
expand what it means to be human. Performativity is iterative; language has
the power to constitute the subject in particular ways precisely because the
possibilities for who will be a subject exist prior to the subject being called into
being and continue on beyond any individual act of naming. Iterability
paradoxically allows for the possibility of slippages, revisions and recitations;
new instantiations of the subject and further expansions of what it means to
be a subject become possible.
A notion of expansion made possible through the workings of iterative
performativity is evident, for example, in Butler’s Excitable Speech (1997a). In
this work, Butler investigates the materialising effects of language on the
formation of the social subject, the ways in which language can both affirm
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and disavow: ‘produce failure and conformity as well as unpredictability and
innovation … within one, enclosed system’ (Kirby, 2006, p. 87).
Halliday’s semogenesis similarly engages a notion of expansion:
The old is then ongoingly recontextualized within the
ambience of the new, and this too is a part of the
fundamental semogenic process. (Halliday, 2003, p.
413)
Language emergence and expansion for Halliday is also ‘a social process,
including a “socially constructed selfhood”’(2003, p. 396).
In the following section, I work with the processes and mechanisms by which
Halliday and Butler respectively explain the ways in which the emergence
and expansion of language, and the emergence and expansion of the social
subject are made possible.
Processes of emergence and expansion
Halliday explains that the dialectic of system and instance is the fundamental
principle by which the semiotic potential of a language is developed and
expanded. Termed ‘semogenesis’ by Halliday (2003), this dialectic expansion
of language operates at all levels in the system: at the level of discourse, at
the level of the individual and at the level of a particular instance of text.
‘Instantiation’, that is, the ways in which language use and reception have the
potential to impact on the system in what Halliday calls three-dimensional
time means that:
… the mature system [of language] is not impervious to
change. This is the "instantiation" effect … referred to
earlier, whereby each instance (which means, in this
context, each utterance received by and produced by
the individual) perturbs the probabilities of the system:
rather as each day's weather perturbs the probabilities
of the climatic system, except that in a semiotic system,
as opposed to a physical one, this effect takes place in
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three time dimensions

–

three "histories" at once, the

social-semiotic process ("the language" as observed
from a distance), the individual brain (the neuronal
group networks), and the text ("the language" as
observed from close at hand). (Halliday, 2003, p. 411)
At the level of discourse, language has to potential to expand:
as a flow of meaning, a complex interplay of the
predictable and the unpredictable. From the standpoint
of the instance, this means a construction of "given"
and "new" in relation to the text itself and its
environment

("context

of

situation").

From

the

standpoint of the system, it means its overall pattern of
information and redundancy’. (Halliday, 2003, p. 414)
The emergence of Butler’s subject also proceeds through a complex interplay
of language and discourse, used here in the sense of sites of power and
knowledge. As Vicki Kirby explains:
An important consideration for Butler is that the
outcome

of

language

is

always

threatened

by

incoherence, contingency and ambiguity, for it involves
an intricate web of dispersed causality where the
presumed integrity of authorship and authority, meaning
and intention, are ‘spoken through’ by convention. This
means that discursive convention is not a static
structure but one which ‘suffer[s] destruction through
being reiterated, repeated, and rearticulated’. With this
in mind, Butler asks, ‘[m]ight the speech act of hate
speech be understood as less efficacious, more prone
to innovation and subversion, if we were to take into
account the temporal life of the “structure” it is said to
enunciate?’ (1997a, p. 19). (Kirby, 2006, p. 95)
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The following triptych chapters explore this complex interplay of the
predictable and unpredictable in the writing produced by my co-researchers.
Informing this exploration is an analysis, based on SFL, of the ways in which
particular texts are constructed and reconstructed. Alongside this, is an
exploration of the relationship between the language decisions made in the
text and the formation of the writing subject. The two, I argue, are interlinked.
Writing involves not only the competent execution of a linguistically and
disciplinary appropriate text; it is also an embodied process of becoming a
particular writing subject.
This mutually constitutive relationship between writing and the subject
sometimes produces unpredictable ‘instantial’ effects in the drafts produced
by my co-researchers. Chapter five, for example, examines ‘Bernadette’s’
redrafting of a particular section of text and her accounts of her writing.
Rather than ‘expose’ an experience which was the ongoing motivation for her
writing, Bernadette drafts a text which lacks cohesion. This text, however, is
not an effect of a writer with a less than competent understanding of the ways
to achieve textual cohesion. Rather, it is, following Bernadette’s account of
her writing, an effect of a subject that must foreclose on itself in order to
produce a text which is discursively (in the Foucauldian/Butlerian sense)
‘legible’.
From the perspective of becoming the ‘right’ sort of writing subject,
Bernadette’s linguistic choices effect a particular becoming while foreclosing
on others. This process of becoming, as I argue in the following chapters with
the assistance of Butler’s understanding of the social subject and the
heuristic topologies of becoming, is a becoming that subjects with particular
embodied, social, and cultural histories enact in and through their writing.

More complementary moments?
For Halliday, grammar does not reflect a pre-existing world; rather it is the
means by which we come to know the world. As he explains, ‘[w]e refer to
this by saying that the grammar “construes experience” – or, if preferred,
human beings construe experience in the forms of grammar’ (Halliday, 2003,
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p. 414). Consequently, language not only names but enacts social processes
and, what Halliday calls, ‘personification’:
The grammar not only construes; it also enacts – or,
again, human beings enact, in the forms of grammar,
their “interpersonal" (intraspecies, inter-organisational)
relationships.

Systemically,

in

this

interpersonal

metafunction, the grammar constitutes both society and,
through society, the individual self; instantially, the
grammar enacts dialogic language in relation to human
consciousness roles and the ongoing "personification"
of 'I' and ‘you’. In the mainstream of western linguistics
these enactive, interpersonal resources of language
have

been

relatively

neglected,

treated

as

an

appendage to the grammar rather than as an essential
part of it. Yet it is impossible to construe experience as
a semiotic act on its own; it can only be done in mutual
contextualization with an interactive event – no
transitivity without mood! And orchestrating the two we
find a third metafunctional network in the grammar, that
we refer to as the "textual" because it creates the
texture, which I described above (when approaching it
ontogenetically) as a kind of "virtual reality", a parallel
universe that is made of meaning and thus makes it
possible at one and the same time both to construe
experience and to enact social processes in the form of
a semiotic act.
Systemically, the "textual" grammar creates the “flow of
information", the semiotic mode of activity which, in
human beings, is inseparably linked with the material;
instantially, it gives structure to the individuated act of
meaning.

(Halliday,

2003,

pp.

414-415,

original

emphasis)
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Halliday identifies the mechanisms for semiotic expansion as ‘decoupling and
recoupling; variation, and grammatical metaphor’ (2003, p. 415). Each
depends on the nature of language as a stratified system in which the
lexicogrammar is an abstract level of semiosis between the phonological
system and the semantic system of language. Decoupling involves ‘the
dissociation of associated variables’ (Halliday, 2003, p. 402), in other words,
the process by which a grammar can be both deconstructed and
reconstructed. In a sense, each of my co-researchers employs a strategy of
deconstructing and reconstructing the grammar in their drafts in an attempt to
create a text which has coherence within the discursive framing of the
contemporary university. Their texts need to ‘make sense’ within particular
discursive contexts.
Variation in language is a further mechanism for expansion and can be
subdivided into of three kinds. The first of these Halliday identifies as dialectal
variation which does not itself expand the meaning potential of a language.
The second and third types – register variation and code – do impact
meaning potential and are directly related to some of the work that I do in
Chapter seven.
Register variation refers to ‘the meaning potential that is associated with
different forms of collective activity’ (Halliday, 2003, p. 416). New social
practices expand the meaning potential of a system. So, for example, in
Chapter seven, I argue that Kate’s new humanities thesis both challenges
and expands the meanings usually associated with particular lexicogrammatical structures in academic writing. Kate’s text construes a particular
understanding of knowledge and its relationship to affect and subjectivity,
through writing which defies a single, linear reading. Her explicit, reflexively
nuanced manipulation of the lexicogrammar is critical for this construal and
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runs counter to more common constructions expected in academic writing.
But whether or not it constitutes a register variation is open for consideration5.
Code variation, likewise, has the potential to expand meaning. As Halliday
explains:
‘[c]ode variation is semantic: it is variation in the
meanings that are typically associated with, or “realise”,
specific situation types in the culture – here, the stratal
relationship is that of language itself as a realization of a
higher-level semiotic. Through this kind of variation the
system organizes itself to favour just those meanings
that are selected for by the relevant sub-culture (of
class, caste, clan, generation, gender or whatever);
hence it is the code selection that transmits the culture,
and cultural variation, across the generations. This then
turns out to be the semiotic mechanism whereby social
hierarchies of all kinds are maintained and perpetuated
… By the same token, the transmission process can be
subverted: new meanings can arise at the disjunctions,
and social orders can be transformed – either
unconsciously, or by conscious linguistic engineering.
The semogenic potential of code variation is located
mainly at this higher level of the social semiotic.
(Halliday, 2003, pp. 416-417)
In Chapter seven, I suggest that Kate engages a strategy of conscious
linguistic engineering. This operates as an intervention and disruption to the
expected affectively neutral language of an academic thesis and its
traditionally organised structure. Part of the argument that I develop in that
chapter relates to the ways in which Kate’s text is read or misread by a
5

Ruquaiya Hasan (2009) identifies the difficulty of making a decision about register

variation in her discussion of context in SFL. Her broader discussion about context in
SFL informs my work in Chapter seven.
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different academic sub-culture, that is, by a textual analyst working with an
SFL framework.
The final mechanism for expansion that Halliday identifies is grammatical
metaphor. This is the process by which experience can be abstracted from its
material expression via the grammar of participants and processes and into
classes and categories: ‘nominalizations’. Grammatical metaphor is critical for
the level of abstraction demanded of academic writing, particularly at
postgraduate level. Through this process, the ‘primitive ooze’ as Halliday,
citing Firth, observes (p.423) is:
[n]ot only analysed and "parsed out", as in the clausal
grammar of our mother tongues, but made stable,
bounded and determinate by the nominalizing grammar
of systematic knowledge. Where the grammar of daily
life presents the world as a mix of things and going-on,
of order and disorder, stability and flux, the elaborated
grammar of science reconstrues it as a world of things:
it holds the world still, symbolically, while it is observed
and measured – and also experimented with and
theorized about. (Halliday, 2003, p. 421)
Chapter six in the triptych works with the drafts of my co-researcher Anna.
The role of grammatical metaphor in her negotiations around displaying
herself as both an interested and disinterested researcher and participant in
her research and its writing is a focus of this chapter.

Some final considerations
In this chapter, I have attempted to show how and where Butler’s
performativity and Halliday’s semogenesis offer useful complementarities for
the work of the following three chapters. Both work against the idea that
language describes some pre-existing reality.
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The social subject is iteratively brought into being or interpellated through
language. But language does not always bring about what it names. As Butler
asks:
Even if hate speech works to constitute a subject
through

discursive

means,

is

that

constitution

necessarily final and effective? Is there a possibility of
disrupting and subverting the effects produced by such
speech, a faultline exposed that leads to the undoing of
this process of discursive constitution? (Butler, 1997a,
p. 19)
The subject has the potential also to ‘exploit the vulnerability of hegemonic
terms and structures through appropriation and redeployment (Salih & Butler,
2004, p. 254). Redeployment and appropriation are made possible precisely
because the discursive landscape is not a monolithic construct. It is,
therefore, open to expansion and change. The mechanisms of
recontextualisation, restaging, re-citation, appropriation and redeployment
have the potential to expand both the context and the subjects that are
possible and make sense within it. These mechanisms of ontological
expansion resonate also with Halliday’s explanation of the expandable
semogenetic potential of language.
In the triptych chapters, I provide further empirically oriented explanations of
these mechanisms through which performatively constituted subjects (my coresearchers) are neither always fully determined by discourse nor fully
agentive within it. The ways in which they negotiate themselves as writing
subjects through a variety of silences, voices, foreclosures and
redeployments are the focus of the chapters.
Finally, Butler’s project is an inherently open-ended and democratic one in
which she refuses to foreclose on what is possible, sayable, doable.
Halliday’s linguistics, in a complementary move, embraces ambiguities and
indeterminacy. This shared interest in indeterminacy, in language as social
process, and in the notions of expansion that I have argued are
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complementary seem to be a ‘good enough’ foundation for combining Butler’s
theorisations and Halliday’s SFL in understanding what it means to become a
post doctoral research writer. The triptych chapters provide a testing ground
for the application of both Butler’s work and Halliday’s and are a contribution
to the work of rapprochement between linguistics and poststructuralist
understandings of subject formation.
I have stressed all along that language in its everyday,
mother tongue guise is inherently indeterminate,
abounding

in

ambiguities,

blends,

overlaps

and

"borderline cases", as well as in the kinds of
complementarity
idealizing

the

referred

to

indeterminacy

earlier.

Rather

out

the

of

than

picture,

discarding it as a marginal or pathological effect, our
grammatics attempts to celebrate it as an essential and
positive feature. We are not very good at this yet; it is
not easy to model. (Halliday, 2003, p. 427)
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Chapter 5

Not quite the final

product
Now, I think it is possible to sometimes undergo an
undoing, to submit to an undoing by virtue of what
spectrally threatens the subject, in order to reinstate the
subject on new and different ground. What have I done?
Well, I’ve taken the psychoanalytic notion of foreclosure,
and I’ve made it specifically social. Also, instead of
seeing that notion as a founding act, I see it as
temporally renewable structure – and as temporally
renewable, subject to a logic of iteration, which
produces the possibility of its alteration. So, I both
render social and temporalize the Lacanian doctrine of
foreclosure … we are constituted socially in limited
ways and through certain kinds of limitations, exclusions
and foreclosures, we are not constituted for all time in
that way; it is possible to undergo an alteration of the
subject that permits new possibilities that would have
been thought psychotic or “too dangerous” in an earlier
phase of life. (Butler, 2004b, pp. 333-334)

Introduction
What I see most often in my work is students’ drafts of writing. Although the
draft is the focus of our discussions, students rarely talk only about what they
have written on the page. They also talk about what they haven’t written,
what they should write, what they had wanted to write, what is preventing
them from writing, what it means to write within the university. The drafts that
these students produce are not the final product that they will put forward for
examination and these conversations could easily be discounted. At a
number of points in this thesis, however, I have put forward the proposal that
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drafting/writing at postgraduate research level is more than a case of the ‘not
quite the final product’ being produced by the student who is ‘not yet the final
product’ of the university. In making this claim, I am arguing that drafts and
students’ talk about their writing are of pedagogical interest – they constitute
the audible and visual artefacts of the subject in-process, the subject
becoming a postgraduate research writer, over time.
In some ways, my proposal and argument parallel Alastair Pennycook’s
(2007) rethinking of the relationship between competency and the
performance of ‘creativity’ in language, in which he says:
we can start to see the latter not so much as a
secondary by-product of an underlying competence but
rather as the primary context of repeated difference
where the regularities of sedimented sameness are
produced. (p. 588)
Pennycook’s words, then, provide a neat segue into the alternative view of
writing and the student as subject that I continue to develop in this chapter
and that I introduced first in Chapter one: that writing and subject formation
are mutually constitutive. Further to this, in this chapter, I argue that
successful writing involves the repeated performance, a stylization, of a
particular writing subject inaugurated through the ongoing activities of writing,
review and critique. These activities constitute the everyday practices of
postgraduate research supervision and candidature within humanities and
social science disciplines.
Writing, review and critique are moments when not only the text but also the
subject who writes is written, read and called into question. Perhaps the text
is found wanting, and the student as the subject who writes becomes, for that
moment, the desiring and yet unintelligible or abject subject haunted by ‘an
anticipation of non-survivable social shame’ (Butler, 2008, p. 89). Perhaps the
text is deemed inappropriate or excessive, and the subject who writes
becomes, momentarily, an unintelligible perhaps passionately attached
subject (Petersen, 2008). Perhaps the text gains recognition as an
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appropriate or even an innovative text, and the subject who writes becomes,
in that moment, an obedient subject, or one who is innovative but still has ‘a
firm grasp of the norms’ (Butler, 2008, p. 89). And perhaps there are other
combinations or extensions than those modes of address that I have just
described. Language is central to these encounters of recognition and
intelligibility, and within these encounters ‘the body [here the subject who
writes] is alternatively sustained and threatened through modes of address’
(Butler, 1997b, p. 5).
At those moments when the subject who writes is called into question through
the written drafts, the subject is compelled to act, to write a different or more
constrained self onto the page in order to become coherent or risk further
incoherencies. This view of the subject is one of excess and cuts across the
social identity categories of race, gender, class and so on. We are also, as
Butler would have it, always subjects in-excess of these identifiers (Butler,
2004b).
My co-researchers and myself as researcher and interviewer in this thesis,
however, are indeed raced, gendered, ethnicised, sexualised and classed
identities. These aspects of identity have real effects on inclusion,
engagement and recognition within the discourses of writing in higher
education, as for example, Theresa Lillis and Joan Turner (Lillis, 2001, 2003;
Lillis & Turner, 2001) have shown in their studies of ‘non traditional’ students
and their writing. Roz Ivanic’s early work (1998) engaging a multiplicity of
socially constructed, interactive, dynamic and often conflicting selves, has
been instrumental in moving discussion of writing and subject formation
beyond essential categories of race and class etc. Ivanic’s aspects of identity
(the authorial self, the discoursal self, and the autobiographical self), ‘the
possibilities for self-hood’ that a writer draws upon in academic contexts
remain influential in academic literacy research (Carter et al., 2009). Other
work that moves beyond static identity categories and acknowledges a
multiplicity of subject positions includes, for example, Hawkins (2005),
Koehne (2006), Lillis and Curry (2006), Singh and Doherty (2004), Starfield
(2002), and Tang and John (1999).
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Butler’s work allows me to develop an alternative but complementary
framework to the work of Lillis, Turner, Ivanic, and others, through arguing
that, in addition to being identifiably positioned as subjects in the terms of
identity categories, we are also and always subjects in-excess of these
identifiers. I am also, at times, for example, an academic subject, a desiring
subject, an abject subject. Especially as I write this thesis, I am all of these
things and more. And, indeed if the subject is always in-excess of the fixed
identity categories I have described, which of these are recognisable and
legible within the context of research candidature? Which of these aspects
are speakable within a thesis? How are these subject formations constructed
and in what ways might they be resisted, recited or recontextualised?
My aim in this chapter is to identify the limitations, exclusions, foreclosures
and improvisations that work together in complex, often unpredictable ways in
the stylization or production of what is recognised as an intelligible text and
who is recognisable as a competent research writer. To achieve this aim, I
locate those moments when ‘Bernadette’ as the subject who writes is called
into question through her written drafts and compelled to act in response to
those questions. These moments are rupture points or events in the
Foucauldian sense of eventalisation:
It means making visible a singularity at places where
there is a temptation to invoke a historical constant, an
immediate anthropological trait, or an obviousness
which imposes itself uniformly on all. To show that
things “weren’t as necessary as all that” ... A breach of
self evidence, on those evidences on which our
knowledges, acquiescences, and practices rest: this is
the first theoretico-political function of “eventalisation”.
(Foucault, 1991, p. 76)
At these moments, there is no self-evident response for the subject who
writes.
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The heuristic, Topologies of becoming, explained in the following section of
this chapter, provides me with a way of working with these moments. It
foregrounds writing and the subject as temporarily renewable structures. And
it helps me identify places in Bernadette’s writing and her accounts of her
writing where she, as the subject who writes, turns to respond to or resist the
call of the institutionally powerful Other. Resistance and subjugation, which I
have described at times as interpolation and interpellation, are understood as
dual and often indistinguishable moments of Butler’s performative subject –
the subject becoming.
Terry Threadgold’s question about how we might research the ways in which
the body and the subject might mediate between text and context (2003, p.
31) demands a methodology that simultaneously addresses these
interconnections. In this current chapter, the body, the subject, language and
context are brought together as moments in the becoming of a constrained
writing subject who is, at the same time, an excessive subject who writes,
with a complex embodied, cultural and linguistic history. My use of the term
‘moments’ underscores subject formation as an ongoing process (Butler,
2004b) that involves more than can ever be fully captured in a single
narration (Butler, 2001).
Bernadette’s writing/drafting/painting and her accounts of these provide the
empirical data for this chapter. They hint at ‘the minutely detailed ways in
which bodies are crafted and learn to perform’ (Threadgold, 2003, p. 31), and
are my entry point for exploring the complex workings of the subject and its
relationship with writing in the context of postgraduate research candidature.
This rather long-hand explanation of the work of this chapter is encapsulated
in the following research questions which I signalled in Chapter one. In
particular, this chapter addresses the following:
•

In what ways does stylization work to produce the right sort of
academic subject?

•

In what ways is the psyche implicated in becoming the right sort of
writing subject?
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• What are the possibilities for agency?
Outline of the chapter
The section Topologies of becoming provides an explanation of the
heuristic for naming and analysing those moments or events of ontological
and epistemological rupture made visible through Bernadette’s writing, her
visual representations and her verbal accounts of her writing and art work.
The metaphor rhyzomic voyages further focuses the heuristic by emphasising
the agentive as well as the foreclosing aspects of performativity.
Beginning with the section titled: The voyage in and extending into the
sections titled: Ecstatic, Passionately attached and Excessive Moments, I
map those points when Bernadette is called into question as a particular
subject through the drafts that she produces. Using Systemic Functional
linguistics (SFL), I analyse Bernadette’s redrafts, attending to the ways in
which she redeploys language to become the right sort of writing subject. Her
decisions about how to redraft and her accounts map those moments when
the psyche internalises the norms of some real or imagined Other. And this
psychic involvement is instrumental in the stylization of Bernadette as a
particular writing subject. I draw attention to the relationship between the
emergence and expansion of language (Halliday’s semogenesis) in
Bernadette’s writing and particular moments of address (the interpellation of a
particular subject) that have the potential to both foreclose on, and to open up
possibilities, not only for further linguistic instantiations, but also for further
inaugurations of a temporarily renewable subject.
The sections titled: Trading across semiotic systems, Mediating moments
and Coherent and incoherent moments provide further opportunities to
examine the ways in which context forecloses and expands on the resources
that Bernadette can employ to create intelligibility across different semiotic
systems.
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Topologies of becoming
I would caution against typologies here. Rather than
distinguishing

between

work

that

is

considered

normative and other kinds of work that breaches the
norm, it may help to understand that the norm requires
and produces the breach, that it actually needs the
breach, since it could not renew its police function
without the breach. It needs the undisciplined, unruly,
noncompliant, the figure of the noncompliant, unruly
piece of work in order to shore up and manage its own
boundaries… so perhaps I would stay away from
typologies and think about how the norm and its breach
work together, and also how those who breach the norm
require the norm as well in order to establish their
radicalism. (Butler, 2008, p. 89)
Following Butler’s warning against the use of typologies, I want to think about
the modes of address that are materialised within Bernadette’s writing and
accounts of her writing as Topologies of becoming. In dictionary definitions
(see, for example, The Oxford English Dictionary or Encarta), topology
relates to changes in topography that occur over time and, especially, the
ways in which such changes, taking place in an area, affect the history of that
area. Topologies of becoming works metaphorically and as an analytic device
to take into account that the terrain of subject formation and the discursive
practices within which this formation is constructed are unstable and change
over time. Topology also works to emphasise the potential for the instance to
impact the system as much as the system impacts the instance.
Rather than constructing clearly differentiated categories or typologies with
their implicit binaries of inclusion or exclusion, topologies work as a more
productive device, allowing difference and at the same time merger and
change. Topologies temporarily untethers the writing subject from static
identity typologies of race, gender, class, sexuality and ethnicity that might be
more commonly used when speaking about the social subject and writing.
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The subject that I am describing here is somewhat more proliferating and
unstable. It is a ‘contingent construction which assumes multiple forms even
as it presents itself as singular and stable’ (Salih, 2004, p. 2). This subject is
incessantly in-process. Topologies of becoming allows for a fine-grained
examination of those moments when a subject is performatively instantiated
in and through language.
Static identifiers are nevertheless politically important. They can work to
secure equity initiatives and affirmative action. They can, at the same time,
work as exclusionary or hate categories (see for example, Butler, 1997a,
1999a, 2004c; Gannon & Saltmarsh, 2008; McInnes, 2008; Secomb, 2008).
And, they can also work to destabilise hegemonic claims and hate speech.
They are, at all times, to use Beverley Skeggs words, ‘intimately bound up in
a politics of recognition and governance’ (2002, np).
But the identity categories of race, gender, ethnicity, sexuality and class are
also foreclosing categories. They necessarily focus an investigation in
particular ways. They highlight those aspects of writing, doing and being in
the university that identifiably reproduce or position students within the
identity categories that are the focus of the investigation. The heuristic
Topologies of becoming allows me to take up Butler’s concepts of desire,
excess, foreclosure, abjection and more (Butler, 1997b, 2008), as expansive
and temporally renewable structures that are implicated in becoming the right
sort of writing subject. Race, ethnicity, class, gender and sexuality are not
dismissed in this view of the social subject, but are categories which, as
Butler suggests in the 1999 Preface to Gender Trouble, ‘always work as
background for one another, and they often find their most powerful
articulation through one another’ (1999a, p. xvii). Butler expresses the view in
the same Preface that no single account of the construction of gender or race
or any other fixed identity category will do; that these categories demand to
be read multiply (‘the sexualisation of racial gender norms’ p. xvii) without at
the same time being collapsed into each other.
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Rhyzomic voyages
I have ‘borrowed’ Edward Said’s (1993) concept of the voyage in to visualise
the ways in which students work within and are worked by the discourses
operating within and beyond the modern university in order to gain
‘recognition’. The voyage in evokes the conscious efforts of colonised
peoples to ‘enter into the discourse of Europe and the West, to mix with it,
transform it, to make it acknowledge marginalised or suppressed or forgotten
histories’ (Said, 1993, p. 261). Said’s work, says Bill Ashcroft, describes the
process of post colonial transformation and refers to the act of interpolation –
those processes of ‘insertion, interruption, interjection’ (Ashcroft, 2001, p. 48).
Language, says Ashcroft, ‘is key to this personal and cultural voyage’ (2001,
p. 48).
While the voyage in provides a useful visualisation of the processes of
interpolation and interpellation that inhere within Butler’s performativity,
Ashcroft points out that the metaphor is also suggestive of a central axis of
power. He proposes that ‘a better way of conceiving the ambivalent, fluid,
chaotic relationships within the colonial exchanges and indeed of social
reality itself can be found in the concept of the rhizome, first coined by
Deleuze and Guattari’ (Ashcroft, 2001, p. 50) in their 1972 work. The
rhizome, spreading without any central tap root, laterally rather than vertically,
interlinked in chaotic fragmented and discontinuous ways, captures the
workings of discourse. This conceptualisation of discourse is also Butlerian,
taking into account the multiple subject formations that are provoked by, and
available within, any social structure.
Understood within this metaphor, Clara, introduced in Chapter one, becomes
a subject in-process and in-excess. She is interpellated rhyzomically through
the practices of the methodology workshop, concretely manifest in the advice,
comments and annotations on her drafts provided by her supervisors and
other workshop participants. At the same time, she interrupts some of these
discourses of authority, effectively questioning who has more authority.
Rather than discounting the words of the other student in the workshop, as
her supervisors advise, Clara acknowledges the comments made by the
118

student, representing as she does for Clara the Other – the potential thesis
examiner who does not ‘know’ Clara. By resisting her supervisors’ advice and
taking seriously the student’s comments, Clara interpolates herself into the
rhizomic processes or invisible networks at work.
Clara’s acts of interpolation within the academic terrain do, I think, have some
resonance with those acts of interpolation that colonised peoples engage
within the terrain of the post colonial, in that these acts:
may

be

seen

to

be

diverse,

unsystematic,

unpredictable, scattered and quotidian rather than
programmatic and organised … ‘the voyage in’ engaged
by subjects occurs locally and discursively in a
thousand different forms of engagement. Interpolation
redefines the nature of ‘resistance’ by revealing the
diversity of subject agency within the dominant territory.
The successful disruption of the territory occurs, not by
rejecting or vacating that territory but by inhabiting
differently. (Ashcroft, 2001, pp. 52-53)
Clara’s texts and talk about her texts provide a sense of how rethinking the
subject as unstable, in-process and in-excess, sheds light onto the ways in
which the seemingly mundane texts and social practices that make up a
research student’s life produced both restraint and agency in her writing and
for her as a subject. The ontological and epistemological ruptures, (Am I a
light weight researcher? Am I apologising for my research?), the agency
effected at the point of these ruptures (I can’t let the examiners ask that
question!) that were themselves effects of being complexly and multiply
called into being through language, destabilised not only the ways in which
Clara produced herself as researcher onto the page, but also the status of
knowledge claims and the dominant power relationships and discourses that
are part of the context of postgraduate writing and pedagogy. Clara was both
‘positioned’ and ‘positioning’; interpellated and interpolating.
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This chapter moves forward with this focus on the subject in-process. This
involves continuing to ‘rethink’ the category ‘student’ as unstable, unfixable
and in-excess. It involves continuing to rethink the category ‘student’ as
‘process’ rather than ‘thing’ or ‘product’ in a way that captures the
ongoingness of becoming rather than the static state of being implied by the
documents that were the focus of Chapter three.

The voyage in: The subject in-excess
It seems to me that there’s a fabulous contradiction at
the heart of academic work – on the one hand the best
thing that could possibly be said about anybody’s work
is that it’s innovative, that it sets a new standard, it’s
unprecedented, it’s original and hasn’t been done
before. On the other hand … it seems to require that
you write in ways that conform to already established
norms and meet certain standards of peer review … the
problem of course is that the very same work that’s
lauded in some circles as innovative, unprecedented
and groundbreaking, can be dismissed as impossible,
unacceptable, in appropriate, excessive, and non
compliant in others … this question of working with and
against the policing function of academic norms –
doubting oneself, tempting the limits, risking the limits –
is posed in the context of experimentation. We might
even see experimentation as a way of operating both
with and against, through and beyond the norms.
(Butler, 2008, p. 88)
In the following sections, I work with extracts from a sequence of written
drafts and a visual image produced by Bernadette, a visual artist and mature
age student, completing the thesis component of a Masters Honours degree
in Visual Arts. Accompanying these are excerpts from an interview with
Bernadette about her painting and her writing, annotations on the drafts made
by her supervisor, ‘Alex’, and subsequent annotations by Bernadette
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indicating the changes she intended to make to the next draft. I work with
these textual artefacts using both Topologies of becoming and Halliday’s SFL
as analytic tools.
Bernadette’s motivation for academic study and her art practice was a desire,
in the first instance, to communicate an experience which had and will
continue to have a profound impact on her life. Her experience sits outside
any easy verbal communication, even within the relatively private domain of
the family. In one of our interviews, I had remarked that I thought that Alex’s
comments indicated she had needed to make more explicit language
connections in her writing but, during the course of our interview, I realised
that it was more about making some sort of connection between her
experience and the written page. Bernadette responded emphatically:
Interview excerpt 1
11. B:

YES.

There

aren't

words

to

write

the

experience. Ah very soon, I realised that. Very soon
after the experience when I was in a rapturous state and
tried to describe it all to my family and there just weren't
the words to describe it you know. I would say, go to
talk about the word floating and I would say: ‘No it’s not
floating, it’s wafting, no it’s not wafting, it’s something
else’. Ahmm. And then I would say: ‘No it’s like veils, it’s
vaporous um it’s not snow’, and you can see my
problem. Every word I’d go to say wasn’t quite right. I’d
say: ‘Presence, no that isn’t right either’ … So none of
the

traditional

language

that

we

have

that

communicates ideas and concepts to other people can
be used. So that’s why I have chosen painting rather
than any other form of art. Not installation, not anything
else and I didn't choose to be an art theorist because it
[the representation of the experience] only ever comes
out once I start working and sometimes it might be the
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next day before I realise what I have done. (Interview 1
with Bernadette, 23.4.01)
Painting offers Bernadette a semiotic within which she can render her
emotionally charged, embodied and ethereal experience intelligible. This
same intensely affective experience, however, generally remains
‘ungrammatical’ within academic writing, in the sense that there is no space
within the ‘syntax’ for those utterances (Hodge and McHoul 1992). Within the
more highly circumscribed domain of the written thesis that must accompany
her painting as part of the requirements for the research degree in visual arts,
Bernadette must foreclose the emotional. Her supervisor, Alex, articulates the
restraints of the thesis on the front page of one of her thesis drafts, with the
following directive:
Writing is not a rapturous activity. Bernadette, when it
comes to thesis writing you must resist being carried on
a poetic swirl, only noting the emotive and eschewing
arguments. You can however, run riot in your exegesis.
(Written comments by Alex on draft 19)

Ecstatic moments
In the excerpt that follows, Bernadette recounts finding an object that became
the recurring metaphor through which she could communicate her experience
in her art work.
Interview excerpt 2
1. B:

I was still looking for a physical metaphor that

I could use in my paintings …
went walking down the hill late one evening and just
behind the shed there. There was a very old car,
derelict car with a broken windscreen and the, I literally
(laughter) just came round the corner and was
ABSOLUTELY dazzled by this broken windscreen
glass. I didn't even think about it being broken
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windscreen glass. For me it was just dazzling light just
reflecting the setting sun, and it just spun me into my
experience …
But if I just – it even took a little while for me to realise
that this was the metaphor that I was actually looking
for. It was just a wonderful experience and I just, just
(sadly) >>AAAHH<<. Just realised how powerful it all
still was. Sixteen, seventeen years after the event, still
just as powerful as ever. But it was probably about a
week after that that I realised that the broken glass was
– was almost like my, like the shape of my brain and
how, and how I felt this shattering in my experience as if
I was something like um like crystal, um just breaking…
I felt like, if I had an understanding of the process of the
breaking of the glass, watching it in slow motion, what I
would be actually doing was watching what happened to
myself and – but I would be able to see a physical line
whereas when it’s all happening within you, you’re so
close to it you can't envisage a – a – a visual response
to it. How do you communicate something that is
happening within you? …
So I thought if I could watch this glass I would be as if I
was out of my body looking at this glass and seeing
what happens. Uh, so that's when I noticed the idea of
the convex glass having certain strength or certain force
and the gravity also, the natural gravity having another
force. And once I realised that I knew I was onto
something. Um – and as the fractures came eventually
from those dual forces, uh some fracture lines met with
another and formed like little Gothic windows and you
get, they were just so extraordinarily beautiful and then
gradually over the months it was as if more and more
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Gothic windows were formed but then the Gothic
window shape, finally it sort of had a reflection of the
other side and you got a mandorla shape. Now I was
absolutely intrigued by this shape, thought this is a
marvellous shape. I can use this because maybe this is
the shape that is actually me. I wanted to have a shape
that reflected me.
So I went to a book of symbols by a man called Cirlot
and I found that the mandorla shape is half in heaven
and half on earth. So I thought that shape is me, that's
going to be the shape that I use in my work from now on
it will find its way into my paintings, some how, a
mandorla shape. And it was very soon after that I that I
ended up doing ‘Duel (sic) Forces of Life and Death’
and at the bottom of that painting probably the focus of
that painting is as mandorla shape, as if the spirit is
escaping from the mandorla shape. (Interview 1 with
Bernadette, 23.4.01).
Bernadette’s painting ‘Duel (sic) Forces of Life and Death’ is reproduced
below with her permission, and as it appears with accompanying text on one
of her ‘close-to-final’ thesis drafts.
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Text excerpt 1

Duel Forces of Life and Death

In the Analytic of the Sublime, Kant describes the experience of
the dynamic Sublime as the flash of an instant when the conflict
between imagination and reason becomes an aesthetic
experience which symbolises the ‘moral’ extension of human
existence. This spontaneity influenced my painting Duel forces
of life and death.

Duel Forces of Life and Death. 1999 Oil on Canvas (1.5mx2m.)
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Passionately attached, desirous and abject moments
The material and affective dimensions of an experience that Bernadette was
able to render in her painting, Duel Forces of Life and Death, would normally
go unrecorded in academic writing. These dimensions exceed the constraints
of the written thesis: ‘Writing is not a rapturous activity’. Alex’s comments
position Bernadette as a writing subject who is:
… not getting it right, or not getting it quite right,
enacting relative “abjectivity”. The abject, as Butler
writes, “forms the constitutive outside of the domain of
the subject” (1993a, 3). It constitutes the defining limit of
the subject’s domain (Petersen, 2008, p. 58).
Alex directs Bernadette to write differently, to write with restraint.
Passionately attached as she is to communicating her experience, she works
to comply.
Interview excerpt 3
20. B:

…Mine is a primary experience. So what I do I

feel I must be much more responsible. It must be
truthful. It must be um, I must get as close as I can to
the essence which is another word which is sort of
loaded, ah but they are the things that I am very
conscious of, but I have to get as close as I can possibly
get and uncover as many layers as I possibly can to get
to it. That’s my problem …
34. B:

Um I think because it was – it was – ah –

because I always knew that if I spoke about the
experience – ah it was so personal, so enormous, so
awesome that I would just have no control over my
emotions.
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35. I:

And yet in some ways that has obviously

come across in your writing because you get comments
from Alex: ‘Writing a thesis is not a rapturous activity’.
So in some way?
36. B:

It comes through.

41. I

You had to go back again and rework those

sections and make decisions [B: mm] about what was
going to come through and what wasn't.
42. B:

I think I always thought that the painting was

most important.
43. I:

And this [the thesis] was just something you

had to do?
44. B:

No it wasn't what I had to do because I think it

very much informed what I was doing and the reading
was very important to me, mainly because I kept
wondering whether people actually knew about this from
some other area…
Um let me see. What did I want to say with the writing?
...
I kept saying to myself: ‘Well it’s not good enough yet.
I've just got to refine it a little bit better. I've got to keep
working on this. It’s just not good enough’. (Interview 1
with Bernadette, 23.4.01)
On the one hand, the practices of writing, critiquing and being critiqued seem
unremarkable in the sense that they are everyday occurrences in the work of
the university and the life of a research student writer. Bernadette, like many
other research students, keeps working on her text in response to the critique
she receives, seeking recognition as a writer, refining her text to make it
‘good enough’. Bernadette’s commentary, however, points to the significance
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of these seemingly unremarkable practices at the level of subject formation.
Bernadette is multiply and impossibly positioned through Alex’s comments,
her own desire to communicate a deeply embodied experience for which
there are no words, and her desire to effect this communication within her art
and her thesis.
Interview excerpt 4

15. I:

So what did you do when you had to write

about it?

16. B:

I think that I thought about that a lot and I think

that this has been the problem with the writing. I was
making all the connections and (6) I couldn't believe that
it wasn't obvious because for me it was more than
obvious what I was saying. But to other people, um,
they didn't understand (softly). And actually I remember
when I spoke at a seminar about my work. I was so
nervous, I was stuttering. I really felt like I was stark
naked talking about it. It was so obvious. But there was
a look of confusion on some people's faces. It was
crystal clear to me. In some ways it was reassuring
because then I felt well you know, I'm safe. Safe isn't
the right word either. I guess I'm just, whenever
anything is very, very special and unique and its being
shared with lots of people, you are very vulnerable and I
think I felt very vulnerable speaking to these people
about it, without actually speaking about IT. (Interview 1
with Bernadette, 23.4.01)
Bernadette is a subject in-process and in-excess who desires recognition, but
this same recognition is also marked by loss and ecstasy:
the subject of recognition is one for whom a vacillation
between loss and ecstasy is inevitable. The possibility
of the “I”, of speaking and knowing the “I”, resides in a
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perspective that dislocates the first person perspective
whose very condition it supplies. (Butler, 2001, p. 23)
The ineffability of Bernadette’s experience within both the personal domain of
the family and the more public domains of her painting and writing, alongside
her desire to communicate this experience situate Bernadette within a
productive space of great tension. Stretched to the limits of the linguistic, the
ontological and the epistemological, Bernadette experiments (Butler, 2008, p.
88) with the ways in this experience might be represented, with what visual
and written semiotic renderings might be possible and recognisable.

Excessive and vulnerable moments
Bernadette might be understood to be passionately attached to representing
her experience and a self that is legible within academia and within her
chosen field of the visual arts. This is a credible interpretation in light of Eva
Bendix Peterson’s (2008) discussion of passionate attachment to her own
production as an academic subject made visible through her negotiations with
the back space key. She asks:
How do we become passionately attached to particular
ideas about who we are … how do these desires come
to make us? And how is it that some of these
attachments become stubborn attachments, persistent,
enduring, rigidly colonizing the flesh, while others can
be more easily exceeded or turned down? How is the
desiring subject produced, and how is desire done? (p.
56)
The backspace key is an event within which Petersen explores the processes
of subjectification and desubjectification, the possibilities of transgression, the
power of the hailing law6 and the ways in which desire works ‘in the

6

‘The hailing law’ describes the hailing of a person (interpellation) into a particular

social subjectivity by an authority figure. Butler’s work in relation to interpellation is
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processes of maintaining, policing or challenging operative constructions of
legitimate academicity’ (Petersen, 2008, p. 56). This hovering over the key,
typing and retyping, might be read says Peterson, as a fear of failure to reinstate precisely an academic norm, passionately attached as she is to
certain notions of academicity, good scholarship, competent writing and
certain notions of herself as a particular sort of academic subject. She
desires, for example, not to be recognised as enacting imperialist, patriarchal
or condescending academic subject positions in her writing. She selfmonitors her writing to ensure not to be recognised as that!
Alex’s statement, that ‘Writing [a thesis] is not a rapturous activity’ and his
directive to Bernadette to ‘resist being carried away on a poetic swirl only
noting the emotive and eschewing arguments’, operate a backspace key for
Bernadette. This is an event for Bernadette who, like Peterson, finds herself
‘not getting it quite right’ (Petersen, 2008, p. 58).
On first reading, it might appear that Peterson’s and Bernadette’s motivations
for recognition or not being recognised like that are provoked by different
sources. Bernadette is externally driven by Alex’s directives; Peterson’s
hesitation over the backspace key is self-monitoring rather than otherdirected. This self-monitoring though is still ‘in relation to the possibility of
somebody – perhaps significant and institutionally powerful somebodies –
catching her not getting it right’ (Petersen, 2008, p. 62). As Butler says, and
Peterson reminds us, there is no pre-discursive place within which the subject
can reside.
Bernadette, as a student and not yet an academic, is perhaps less
conditioned to the ‘law’ and needs to be told, indeed desires to be told how to
get it right in writing. Perhaps she is also attempting to re-instate more than
one law in this instance. Are the cultural intelligibilities available to her as an
artist the same as those available to her as a writer in the academy, and what
also of this other law that she speaks of? – a law that also appears to reside
particular evident in Excitable Speech (Butler, 1997a) and I draw on this work
extensively in Chapter seven.
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in her self – ‘I must be much more responsible. It must be truthful. It must be
um, I must get as close as I can to the essence’ (turn 20, Interview excerpt 3.)
Bernadette desires to ‘get it right’ as a painter, as a writer and as someone
who is ‘true to her experience’. All at the same time! She desires multiply, and
desires what must remain incoherent, in excess of, or even undesirable
between and across these multiple cultural/semiotic domains. In desiring
multiply, Bernadette embodies Hegel’s ek-static notion of the self; a self
which is impossible to locate:
It is the self over here who considers its reflection over
there, but it is equally over there, reflected, reflecting. Its
ontology is precisely to be divided and spanned in
irrecoverable ways. (Butler, 2004d, p. 148)
In order to become a recognisable subject within each of these domains,
Bernadette must enact the norm, as Peterson must. To maintain her
recognition as ‘culturally intelligent and competent’ (Petersen, 2008, p. 62),
Bernadette must repeat the norm. Bernadette must write, paint, stay true to
herself without failing to re-instate the norm ‘in the right way’ (what is the right
way for writing, for painting, for…? ) and without becoming ‘subject to further
sanction [and feeling] the prevailing conditions of existence threatened’
(Butler, 1997b, pp. 28-29). There is an identifiable incoherence that
Bernadette must enact. There is also a vulnerability to the Other; the
possibility that recognition will not be granted.
Like Peterson, Bernadette is passionately attached to getting it right: ‘well it’s
not good enough yet. I've just got to refine it a little bit better. I've got to keep
working on this. It’s just not good enough’ (turn 44, Interview excerpt 3). And,
like the backspace key, Bernadette’s written drafts and her movement
between the semiotic systems of writing and painting provide a space within
which to focus on the embodied experience of becoming a writer in the
university.
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Trading across semiotic systems
In rendering her experience within the visual image and within the written
text, Bernadette is compelled to draw on different cultural resources, each
with its own affordances. Each has its own grammar, or, in other words,
‘regularities of a particular mode which a culture has produced be it writing,
image, gesture, music or others’ (Kress, 2003, p. 66). So, while both painting
and writing are visual or graphic representations of some thing or things,
there are different resources available within each semiotic system for
representing the world, creating interpersonal meaning and providing texture.
Bernadette, as a visual artist who is also engaged in writing, must ‘trad[e]
between semiotic systems’ (Kress, 2003, p. 25).
Kress’s work on literacy and the new media (2003), and his more recent work
with Theo Van Leeuwen (2006) provide a systematic way of thinking about
the visual image as a social semiotic system. Kress’ and Van Leeuwen’s
contributions draw on the semiotic theory of Michael Halliday (see, for
example Halliday, 1994; Halliday & Hasan, 1985) and work from the
assumption that any fully functioning semiotic system or mode must be able
to work simultaneously on three levels: the ideational, as a way of
representing events, objects or states of affairs in the world; the
interpersonal, representing relationships between participants or actors within
the communication; and, the textual to describe the available resources for
providing internal coherence to a message.
In the following section, I apply Kress and Van Leeuwen’s work to analyse
the ideational, textual and interpersonal resources that Bernadette draws
upon in her painting Duel Forces of Life and Death. The interview excerpts in
which Bernadette directly references her work in this painting provide an
entry point for the analysis.
Interview excerpt 5
1. B:

…Now I was absolutely intrigued by this

shape. I thought this is a marvellous shape. I can use
this because maybe this is the shape that is actually
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me. I wanted to have a shape that reflected me … and I
found that the mandorla shape is half in heaven and half
on earth. So I thought that shape is me. That's going to
be the shape that I use in my work from now on, it will
find its way into my paintings some how, a mandorla
shape …
2. I:

But that's what I'm interested in. You had

found a found a symbol for this experience. You had
found a bridge between the experience and how to paint
it onto the canvas.
3. B:

YES

4. I:

through the glass?

5. B:

Yes.

7. B:

I was able to use it in Duel Forces of Life and

Death. You can see it at the bottom (pointing to painting
reproduced in the thesis). It’s actually more obvious in
the real painting rather than this, see this section here,
that's the mandorla shape and on either side of the
mandorla shape I put the Gothic windows because in a
sense, the Gothic windows are half a mandorla, and if
you join the other bit on the other side you get that bit in
the centre. So the Gothic window – the Gothic window
shape I thought was a very significant shape that
describes what was happening to me and it should be
the shape that I use to communicate that experience to
other people in order for it to be convincing … (Interview
1 with Bernadette, 23.4.01)

The shattered glass combined with the mandorla shape is the ‘thing’
represented in the painting. This ‘thing’ is a metaphor for Bernadette’s
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experience. The resources that Bernadette employs in her representation in
Duel Forces of Life and Death, for example, include most apparently shape,
colour saturation, brightness and illumination. These last three are scalable
resources (Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2006, pp. 160-165), construing more or
less naturalistic or abstracted representations of an event or state. In other
words, these are resources of modality.
As both ‘thing’ and metaphor, the glass and mandorla shapes function both
ideationally and interpersonally. The painting, Duel Forces of Life and Death,
represents Bernadette’s experience and, at the same time, evokes the
affective and embodied dimensions of that experience. As an abstraction
from her experience, the painting is open to many readings. It provides a
‘convincing’ and yet always partial representation of an experience that still
exceeds the constraints of the visual semiotic system.
Interview excerpt 6
9. B:

…particularly when I tried to communicate it

take it all in, I couldn't get it all into a painting, I could
really only concentrate on a tiny fragment of it. So, but
when I read Rilke's poetry about the fragments of
Rodin's sculpture and how overpowering each fragment
was, I settled down and realised that even if I only
communicate just the tiniest little particle of what's in my
memory – maybe – maybe that's enough. Maybe –
maybe, it doesn't need to be completed. Um, just the
process, just me trying to do it, is what is important
rather than the final masterpiece. Just the struggle of
trying to find the words, the struggle of trying to
communicate it visually is what is important. (Interview 2
with Bernadette, 30. 4.01)
While the metaphor of the broken glass allows Bernadette to recontextualise
her experience visually, the question of how she might be able to
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recontextualise her experience within the written thesis remains.
Recontextualisation requires:
… literally moving meaning material from one context
with its social organisation of participants and its modal
ensembles

to

another,

with

its

different

social

organisation and modal ensembles. Meaning material
always has a semiotic realisation, so recontextualisation
involves the re-presentation of meaning materials in a
manner apt for the new context in the light of the
available modal resources. (Bezemer & Kress, 2008, p.
184)
Recontextualisation demands different resources, a trading across a semiotic
system that carries with it the possibility of becoming ungrammatical within a
different context with its own set of deeply entrenched cultural norms. Multiply
positioned as a subject and desiring recognition within these different
semiotic systems, Bernadette, as a subject in-excess, must mediate between
texts and contexts. The following section identifies some of the resources that
Bernadette employs in recontextualising her experience for her written thesis.

Mediating moments
In draft 19 (Text excerpt 2), Bernadette uses multiple instances of simile
which perform a similar though not identical function to metaphor (Bazerman
& Prior, 2004). Metaphor requires the reader to work out the logic of the
transference ‘from the word that properly possesses it to another word which
belongs to some shared category of meaning’ (Lentricchia & McLaughlin,
1995, p. 83). In spoken or written language, metaphor involves ‘a word used
for something resembling that which it usually refers to’ (Halliday, 1994, pp.
340, original emphasis). It involves a verbal transference of some kind and
most frequently involves a transference from the concrete to the abstract
(Halliday, 1994, p. 340). Similes, however, provide the reader with an explicit
basis for comparison (see Halliday, 1994, p. 341). Simile is, therefore, ‘a
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more controlled figure than a metaphor, producing less excess of meaning’
(Lentricchia & McLaughlin, 1995, p. 83).
Alex’s comment: ‘this style of writing is far too poetic for a thesis’ (original
emphaisis), written against the section of draft 19 where Bernadette makes
use of simile, indicates, however, that her writing is still ‘excessive’.
Text excerpt 2

Draft 19 (Instances of simile have been underlined)

It is as if a gentle wind has blown over the painting
Monk by the Sea and like the footprints obliterated all
conventional landscape motifs even suspending light
itself. The Sublime feeling is created by the threat of
nothing happening but if something does we are
relieved and delighted. It could be that this something is
one of great simplicity, that goes unnoticed and unseen
like the tiny cry of the wave on the dark ocean.
A less poetic rendering of Bernadette’s text requires a more congruent
encoding. ‘From a systemic functional perspective, congruent refers to
correspondence between the semantics (meanings) and the lexicogrammar’
(Woodward-Kron, 2009, p. 168). The first sentence, written more congruently,
that is, involving participants as sensers engaged in mental processes, might
look like this: We can’t see any conventional landscape and we can’t see any
light in the painting Monk by the Sea. The components of the two clauses
which make up this alternative sentence are elaborated below in Table 5.
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Table 5 Reworked clauses and analysis
Clause 1
We

can’t see

participant

and

mental process

any conventional
landscape
nominal group

conjunction

verbal group

nominal group

conjunction

We

can’t see

any light

participant

mental process

nominal group

In the painting
Monk by the Sea
circumstance of
place

verbal group

nominal group

(senser)
nominal group
Clause 2

(senser)
nominal group

prepositional
phrase

This alternative sentence is certainly a different and more congruent
grammatical rendition of what appears to be the same ‘state of affairs’ but as
Halliday notes, ‘something which is totally congruent is likely to sound a bit
flat…’ (1994, p. 344). And, sounding flat is not what Bernadette wants her
writing to achieve. Her ‘state of affairs’ is not concrete and cannot be
communicated literally, even to her family.
In addition, my alternative sentence would hardly pass as academic. For
example, with the exception of the word ‘conventional’, it contains no
nominalization; the device used to reword processes (verbs) and properties
(adjectives) as nouns (see Halliday, 1994, p. 352). Nominalization is a
powerful resource for creating grammatical metaphor and, as Halliday
explains, it is a high prestige form that also allows development of an
argument ‘step by step, using complex passages ‘packaged’ in nominal form
as Themes’ (1994, p. 353). Robyn Woodward-Kron also notes:
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This reconstrual of congruent meanings in the grammar
into more incongruent grammatical categories has been
identified by EAP researchers as a key component in
successful student writing (author, 2008; Colombi, 2002;
Drury, 1991; Jones, 1988; Schleppergrell, 2004a,
2004b). (2009, p. 168)
Multiply and complexly positioned through the demands of the academy, the
different affordances of the visual and written semiotic domains, and her
desire to give voice to her unvoicable experience, Bernadette annotates the
section of the draft that Alex had highlighted, with the following words: ‘delete
and move to …’. In the subsequent draft (Text excerpt 3, draft 20), she keeps
working at writing her experience into the text in a way that will be
acceptable.
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Text excerpt 3

Draft 20 page 20

In the silence of this 'space', Friedrich, believed that
only through landscape could he capture his most
powerful feeling regarding the belief that God was
closely felt in nature.4 "Why … do I so frequently choose
death, transience and the grave as subjects for my
paintings? One must submit oneself many times to
death in order some day to attain eternal life" (cited in
Borsch-Supan, 1974, p.9). Friedrich's painting of Monk
by the Sea evokes the infinity of the mathematical
Sublime with eerie apprehension conveyed through the
measurement of space, low foreground and a middle
ground that merges the expanse of sky.
Draft 20 receives double ticks from Alex. Placed side by side, the shaded
sections of draft 19 reworked into the shaded sections of draft 20 allow for a
closer comparison.

4

Of significance to Friedrich was Poet and writer L.T. Kosegarten who interpreted

landscape in terms of spiritual metaphors e.g. the oak trees, the ruins of the abbey
of Eldena and the coast of the Island of Rugan (Gowing, 1993, p.226).
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Draft 19

Draft 20

In this given space, Friedrich , a
deeply patriotic …

In the silence of this ‘space’,
Friedrich, believed that only
through landscape could he
capture his most powerful
feeling regarding the belief that
God was closely felt in nature. 4 "
Why … do I so frequently choose
death, transience and the grave
as subjects for my paintings?
One must submit oneself many
times to death in order some
day to attain eternal life" (cited
in Borsch-Supan, 1974, p.9).

It is as if a gentle wind has
blown over the painting Monk by
the Sea and like the footprints
obliterated all conventional
landscape motifs even
suspending light itself. The
Sublime feeling is created by the
threat of nothing happening but
if something does we are
relieved and delighted. It could
be that this something is one of
great simplicity, that goes
unnoticed and unseen like the
tiny cry of the wave on the dark
ocean

Friedrich's painting of Monk by
the Sea evokes the infinity of
mathematical Sublime with eerie
apprehension conveyed through
the measurement of space, low
foreground and a middle ground
that merges the expanse of sky.
[Double ticks from Alex here]
Kant explains, “it takes the eye
some time to complete the
apprehension from the base to
the summit; but in the interval
the first tiers disappear before
the imagination has taken in the
last, and so the comprehension
is never complete.” ( Kant, cited
in Crowther, 1989, p.103)
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In the redrafted version, Bernadette, most obviously, has eliminated the
similes. In doing so, she has erased a group of interpersonal resources, that
is, those encoding explicit affect that are not generally desired in academic
writing (see, for example, Hood, 2004). Bernadette’s deletion of the similes
immediately renders her writing less poetic, less riotous, less excessive, and
places her again ‘within the law’ of the academy. She receives double ticks
from Alex for the redrafted section. She becomes, in that moment, an
‘appropriate’ writing subject. She submits to an undoing and forecloses on the
emotion of her experience in order to re-instate a self on different ground
through the production of an appropriate (less emotive) academic text (Butler,
2004b).
What strikes me also, in relation to the shaded sections of the two drafts, is
the difference in the number of sentences: three in draft 19 and one in draft
20. This is an indicator that, in addition to her decision to ‘delete and move’
some of the far too poetic section, as Bernadette indicates in her margin
notes to herself on the draft, she has also employed the nominalizations:
‘infinity’, ‘apprehension’, and ‘measurement’ to rework a segment of the
earlier draft.
In draft 20 (Text excerpt 4), ‘Eerie apprehension’ replaces ‘the threat of
nothing happening but if something does we are relieved and delighted’. As a
nominalization ‘apprehension’ does the work of removing the human
participants ‘we’ and the mental processes ‘are relieved and delighted’ and so
achieves a more impersonal and far less affective tone. Similarly, the
combination of the nominalization, ‘measurement’, with the technical analytic
terms, ‘space’, ‘low foreground’, ‘middle ground’ in draft 20 replaces the more
evocative sections of draft 19. The replacement lexis now construes precision
rather than emotion.
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Text excerpt 4

Drafts 19 and 20

Draft 19
It is as if a gentle wind has blown over the painting
Monk by the Sea and like the footprints obliterated all
conventional landscape motifs even suspending light
itself. The Sublime feeling is created by the threat of
nothing happening but if something does we are
relieved and delighted. It could be that this something is
one of great simplicity that goes unnoticed and unseen
like the tiny cry of the wave on the dark ocean.
Draft 20
Friedrich’s painting Monk by the Sea evokes the infinity
of mathematical Sublime with eerie apprehension
conveyed through the measurement of space, low
foreground and a middle ground that merges the
expanse of sky.
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Bernadette recontextualises her ek-static7 experience through alternative
choices in the grammar. She makes use of the resource of nominalization to
wrap up draft 19’s relatively dynamic clauses involving participants and
processes into more static and crystalline forms (Halliday, 1994, p. 352). Her
embodied experience becomes both static and agentless through the use of
ideational content densely packed into nominalizations. The poetic has
become relatively more technical.
Bernadette, as a subject in-excess, momentarily and contiguously, as I have
argued in the preceding sections an ecstatic, ek-static, desirous, vulnerable
and abject subject, mediates between her experience and the context of
writing at postgraduate research level. Her use of grammatical metaphor
(nominalization, in this instance) becomes a place for, and an effect of, a
particular negotiation between the non-linear and ineffable complexities of her
experience and her competent execution of writing tasks for her higher
degree. Engaged in the repeated performance of drafting and subject
negotiation (the negotiation of what and who is recognisable in the thesis),
she mediates her personal, emotional and psychic experience into an
impersonal and abstract form largely through her use of grammatical
metaphor. She creates, in that moment, a text which is appropriate to the
context and instantiates a self as a coherent academic subject.
In the following section, I explore a further event, again made visible through
Alex’s feedback on her written draft, Bernadette’s redrafting, and her
accounts of her painting and her writing.

7

Butler’s explanation of ek-static in Subjects of Desire is useful when considering

the ways in which Bernadette as a subject who writes constrains excess that is
unintelligible within the academic text. Butler writes: ‘The emergent subject of
Hegel’s Phenomenology is an ek-static one, a subject who constantly finds itself
outside itself, and whose periodic expropriations do not lead to a return to its former
self’ (Salih & Butler, 2004, p. 48). Hegel’s subject, says Butler, ‘displays a critical
mobility’ (2004, p. 48).
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Coherent and incoherent moments
For a text to be coherent, it must be cohesive; but it
must be more besides. It must deploy the resources of
cohesion in ways that are motivated by the register of
which it is an instance: it must be semantically
appropriate, with lexicogrammatical realizations to
match (i.e. it must make sense); and it must have
structure. (Halliday, 1994, p. 339)
As both artist and academic writer, Bernadette must achieve semiotic
coherence in two different registers: painting, and academic writing. The
resources that Bernadette uses to achieve coherence and cohesion in her
painting involve the subtleties of colour, layering, light and glazes. She also
attempts to create cohesion in her thesis through a layering that draws
heavily on images (metaphors) and Kant’s philosophy, as she indicates in
Interview excerpt 7.
Interview excerpt 7
10. I:

And when I read through some of your drafts, I

look at what Alex said as well. There are a whole lot of
things about connections. I mean two things come out in
what Alex said. One is ‘it’s not a rapturous activity’ and,
‘where is the argument?’ and the other is ‘what is the
connection?’ When I first started reading your work I
thought they were just language connections but from
what you are saying now it sounds like those
connections are really hard to make because it was
about providing some sort of connection between the
experience and the written page.
11. B:

YES.

There

aren’t

words

to

write

the

experience. Ah very soon I realised that very soon after
the experience when I was in a rapturous state and tried
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to describe it all to my family and there just weren’t the
words to describe it you know …
44. B:

...But what was very, very obvious was that for

me, what I was doing in the writing was what I am doing
in the painting. I chose paint because you can use
glazes and you can layer the colours. So much so that
different angles and different times of day you get a
different interpretation of the painting, so, so very subtle.
And I think I decided I would do that in my thesis, I
would use images, select images. So, whenever there
was a gap in language I would choose an image and for
me that gave a more authentic kind of layering if you
like. And then of course the philosophy, Kant’s
philosophy was yet another layer. (Interview 1 with
Bernadette, 23.4.01)
In this interview excerpt, Bernadette identifies her use of glazes and the
layering of colour to create a cohesively meaningful painting that also allows
for different interpretations from different angles, and in different lights. In
addition to the colour, glaze and layering that she describes, Bernadette also
employs horizontal, vertical, and diagonal vectors as a cohesive device in her
painting, Duel Forces of Life and Death. Bezemer and Kress (2008) make the
point that in a visual image, vectors that function to lead the eye from bottom
to top or vice versa, across the image, or off centre, suggest cohesion
through dynamic action. Vectors, they propose, indicate the logical
relationships between participants or things in the image. The slightly tilted
left of vertical vector in Duel Forces of Life and Death, for example, could
suggest a dynamic relationship between ‘the things’ in the painting. This
interpretation seems plausible in the context of Bernadette’s previous
comments (Interview excerpt 2).
As the producer of a visual image, Bernadette has a wide range of texturing
options available. There is no necessity to read from left to right as there is
within written western European languages. The entry points into the image
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may be multiple and once entry has been made the viewer largely finds their
own way around the image. In addition to the cohesive resources that I have
described already, other resources are available. For example, saliency, can
be indicated by ‘trade offs’ between a number of features including size,
sharpness of contrast, placement in the visual field, perspective and
overlapping (Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2006).
The textual organisation demanded of a thesis writer, however, is more
circumscribed. Resources to indicate saliency, for example, are limited to
placement in the sentence structure through the choice of Theme8, headings
and sub-headings, and marked typographic features such as font size, bold,
italics and underlining. There don’t appear to be the same options for trade
offs between these features in the typical thesis structure.
At a more fine-grained level of texture, and taking up Alex’s comments
regarding connection and argument (turn 10, Interview excerpt 7), cohesion
in academic writing is achieved through organising words into clauses and
longer texts in particular ways that are meaningful within the social context. In
academic writing, the texturing devices of cohesion primarily fall to the
resources of Theme, Rheme and grammatical metaphor, particularly
nominalization. Nominalization or grammatical metaphor more generally,
generates abstraction and so allows for multiple readings of a text.
Grammatical metaphor also obscures reasoning allowing for the development
of argument (Martin, 1993a). Reasoning will often be buried within clauses,
rather than explicitly foregrounded between clauses with conjunctions such
as ‘because’. As Woodward-Kron (2009) has noted, research into successful
student writing, has identified nominalization and the use of more incongruent
grammatical forms to realise causality. Causality is more likely to be realised
‘within the clause as a Participant (e.g. the reason) or Process … (has

8

Theme refers to that that part of a clause which organises it as a message. The

Theme of a clause generally occupies first position. Rheme refers to the remainder
of the message (see Halliday, 1994, pp. 37-38).
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resulted in) rather than conjunctively between clauses (e.g. because) (Martin,
1985)’ (Woodward-Kron, 2009, p. 168).
Neither explicit, nor academic construals of her experience, in the ways I
have just described, are an option for Bernadette. Explicitly encoding her
experience would require Bernadette to locate herself as a participant
describing her experience within a narrative genre and most probably
providing ‘texture’ through keeping the same participant as Topical Theme
throughout a stretch of text (see, for example, Halliday, 1994, p. 336). Using
the grammar to foreground herself as participant, however, renders her an
unintelligible subject.
Interview excerpt 8
24. B:

I think it was very important for me to be able

to communicate this. Um I actually tried and soon after
the experience took time off work and wrote about it and
painted but I was dissatisfied and destroyed everything.
I just wasn't working um and I realised that I needed
more information, more knowledge to help me do it and
it became a driving force that I would have to do one
day and would have to face up to. So um that was
actually why I came to university in the very first place.
And for many years I never actually told the lecturers
what I was trying to do, ahhh, which was extraordinarily
difficult because I think they respected me as a mature
age student but they weren't able to help me. And then
when I did reveal it, it was as if they didn't want to touch
it, ahhh.
25. I:

Why did you think they didn't want to touch it?

26. B:

I think I mentioned the word loaded before. It

was as if this was a loaded subject: Life, Death,
Eternity. I have thought about it and the lecturers I was
speaking to were very good, helped me as far as they
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could, but I also think that…I represented their own
mortality. And I think perhaps they weren't ready to face
that. Maybe I had become the living representation of
what was for them an end but what was for me the
beginning and I have a feeling that was why I ran into
brick walls until Alex mentioned the Theory of the
Sublime to me to have a look at. Once again, it wasn't
actually

discussed,

my

experience

was

never

discussed, what I was trying to communicate. We only
ever worked at the level of whether it was a good
painting or not and whether it fitted into The Theory of
the Sublime.
27. I:

So there were ways in which you could talk or

paint?
28. B:

Yes, I had a language that I could use that

communicated an ideas or a concept that was not a
personal one.
29. I:

And then a whole other area about the

spirituality side that you [B: never mentioned].
30. I:

Very clear picture that was not to be dealt

with?
31. B:

YES, YES, ABSOLUTELY

32. B:

But for me at last I'd found a way of

communicating my experience via another language
and that kept, that was not embarrassing. It was not
personal. It was almost analytical. And that – we did that
for two years. And in many ways it was good to be able
to do that. (Interview 1 with Bernadette, 23.4.01)
As Bernadette described earlier: ‘There aren't words to write the experience
… So none of the traditional language that we have that communicates ideas
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and concepts to other people can be used’ (turn 11, Interview excerpt 1).
Instead of developing an academic argument, as we might expect, through
the selection of a step-like patterning of Themes, whereby the ‘Theme of one
clause [is] selected from the clause preceding; and [where] there are likely to
be conjunctive Themes’ (Halliday, 1994, p. 336), Bernadette attempts to
provide cohesion to her text through a layering technique that is somewhat
similar to the layering that she uses successfully in her painting, as she
indicates in Interview excerpt 9.
Interview excerpt 9
44. B: …you can use glazes and you can layer the
colours. So much so that different angles and different
times of day you get a different interpretation of the
painting, so, so very subtle. And I think I decided I would
do that in my thesis, I would use images, select images.
So, whenever there was a gap in language I would
choose an image and for me that gave a more authentic
kind of layering if you like. And then of course the
philosophy, Kant’s philosophy was yet another layer.
(Interview 1 with Bernadette, 23.4.01)
This layering technique is particularly apparent in the following excerpt from
draft 19. Bernadette begins with a quotation for an art critic, Morley and then
moves to a statement about the theory of the sublime.

149

Text excerpt 5

Draft 19

In experiencing a work of art, one is brought to the limits
of self and made to look beyond. Central to this
phenomenology was the state of contemplation, of
disengagement from the active instrumental self and, in
experiencing the sublimities of a work of art, the self
was momentarily abandoned and communication with
the transcendent achieved (Morley, 1999, p.28).
The theory of the sublime has an historical position in
eighteenth-century literature, philosophy and the arts,
meaning different things to different people.
Handwritten in the margin next to this excerpt is Alex’s comment: ‘I don't see
the connection’.
For Bernadette, the connection between the quote from Morley and the
theory of the sublime is obvious. The quotation represents her experience of
being ‘brought to the limits of self and made to look beyond’. The theory of
the sublime is one way of communicating this experience. As she explains:
Interview excerpt 10
2. I:
paintings

So you talked about the metaphors in your
for

your

experience.

So

are

you

backgrounding your experience?
3. B:

No. I think I'm cloaking my experience.

4. I:

How do you do that?

5. B:

I think I used the theory of the sublime. I

think I used the Theory of the Sublime …
9. B.

...[I] felt very, very happy with the connection

between the two, both Emmanuel Kant and Lyotard. I
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thought, yes, I can do what I want and now I've got the
language that I need to back up what I want to do and
then when I went to work with Emmanuel Kant … when
I started investigating the artists that were working with
having the knowledge of Emmanuel Kant, I came
across Caspar David Friedrich … so that’s how it
actually fell into place for me… (Interview 2 with
Bernadette, 30.4.01)
Although layering is an acceptable cohesive technique in painting, it doesn't
work as a technique for organisation in the thesis. Alex demands an ordering,
a linear development which Bernadette accommodates, not as we might
expect through a reorganisation of Theme development but by moving the
undisciplined text to another section of the thesis (Morley, as contemporary
art critic, is moved into another chapter on contemporary art).
On first viewing, Bernadette appears to be a writing subject in need of some
writing instruction – ‘a few hours work on genre, theme and nominalization in
the context of humanities writing of this kind could improve the situation
tremendously’ (Martin, 1993a, p. 255). And indeed, Bernadette sought out
this type of instruction but she didn’t always act on it.
Without access to Bernadette’s accounts of her writing and painting, and her
accounts of the experience which had motivated both, I, as the writing
teacher and analyst, had assumed that what she needed to do was to make
the connections more apparent by re-oganising thematic structure, as my
interview question in Interview extract 7 (turn 10) indicated. Bernadette does
indeed rework her text, shaping it towards a more acceptable text and herself
as a more acceptable writing subject. But as a multiply positioned desirous
subject, she does this in an unexpected way. What she achieves by this is
the textual cohesion that Alex’s questions demand (her apparently compliant
response to the hailing law of the university). At the same time, her removal
of the problematic text to another section of her thesis allows her to continue
to ‘cloak her experience’. Simultaneously, she conforms and keeps in play a
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complex relationship to the Other and her own ideas of remaining true to
herself.

Conclusion
In this chapter, I have followed Butler’s lead to understand the postgraduate
research writer as an always already foreclosed and constrained social
subject made possible through the processes of writing, drafting, critique and
review. I have given an explanation of Bernadette’s writing and her accounts
of her writing that has focused on the ways in which Bernadette was stylized
as a particular writing subject through her supervisor’s directives and
questions.
Topologies of Becoming has allowed me to trace some of those moments
when Bernadette was called into question as a writing subject. These
moments, I have argued, are events or rupture points where the subject inexcess is exposed and where the hailing law of the university also becomes
apparent. These are also transformative moments when Bernadette, brought
to the limits of what and who is intelligible in her drafts, writes a reconfigured
account and a reconfigured self onto the page. She becomes a less
rapturous and more coherent writing subject through a sequence of drafts
that, at times, were somewhat predictable and, at other times, not.
As her redrafts indicate, Bernadette was not simply an obedient subject who
took on the lessons of her supervisor and compliantly reproduced these in
her text. Nor was Bernadette simply an individual self – she was at all times
acting within and through the discursively inscribed context of the university.
Writing at postgraduate research level involved Bernadette, as the subject
who writes and does a lot of other things beside, making constrained
‘choices’ in relation to genre, structure, voice and style. These ‘choices’ exist
within a discursive network of cultural norms and practices about what counts
as the legitimate textual, experiential and interpersonal features of the written
thesis genre and the disciplinary field within which a student writes.
The subject I have described in this chapter is momentarily ecstatic, ek-static,
passionately attached, desiring, abject, coherent and incoherent. These
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labels functioned topologically to identify some of the ways in which textual
reworking is dynamically linked with subject formation. The work that
Bernadette did, for example, to produce an appropriate written text
demanded that she exclude or ‘cloak’ her embodied experience –
instantiating herself within language as a particular writing subject,
foreclosing on other possibilities, and at the same time, impacting in
sometimes unpredictable ways on the system of language as it appeared
within her text.
My analysis of the data in this chapter adds complexity to the view that writing
involves the appropriate choice of linguistic resources – a view captured in
the ‘off the rack’ metaphor (Ivanic & Camps, 2001) described in Chapter one.
Writing, for Bernadette, was also an embodied process, and choice,
understood against Bernadette’s writing and accounts, signifies more than a
knowledge of appropriate linguistic resources. It also signifies ‘a corporeal
process of interpretation within a network of deeply entrenched cultural
norms’ (Butler, 2004e, p. 23). Bernadette’s texts and talk about her writing
add a cultural and embodied dimension to the concept of ‘choice’.
This is a significant point for writing pedagogy. We can identify appropriate
linguistic resources that a writer employs in a successfully written academic
text. Importantly though, it may not be the case that these resources are
easily or seamlessly taken up by all writers. It is not sufficient, as I have
argued in this chapter, to explain such an event as simply a matter of a lessthan-competent writer producing a less-than-competent text. Refusal to take
up or perhaps sidestepping particular linguistic resources may also be an
effect of writing as an embodied and affective performance deeply implicated
with subject formation. Creating a meaningful and cohesive text involves, as
Halliday (1994, p. 339) has indicated, employing the resources of the
lexicogrammar from those that are available and make sense within the
register. As Butler also reminds us:
…style is a complicated terrain, and not one that we
unilaterally choose or control with the purposes we
consciously intend … Certainly one can practice styles,
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but the styles that become available to you are not
entirely a matter of choice. Moreover, neither grammar
nor style are politically neutral. Learning the rules that
govern

intelligible

speech

is

an

inculcation

into

normalised language, where the price of not conforming
is the loss of intelligibility itself. (Preface to the 1999
edition, Butler, 1999a, p. xix)
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Chapter 6

She’s a good girl (on

paper)
The relationship between speech and the body is that of
a chiasmus. Speech is bodily, but the body exceeds the
speech it occasions; and speech remains irreducible to
the bodily means of its enunciation. (Butler, 1997a, pp.
155-156)
I have spent my life emulating the good things that I
read and think that’s how I want my work to sound and I
think I’m now at a point where I have to kind of drop all
that and find my voice. (Interview 1 with Anna, 20.03.04)

Introduction
A dictionary definition of ‘chiasmus’ will identify this as a rhetorical device in
which there is a reversal of order of words in two related clauses. Hillis Miller
(1995) also points out that it involves a crisscross reversal of elements. Butler’s
use of the word chiasmus to describe the relationship between the body and
speech highlights the co-constitutive nature of the relationship but she is also
clear that the body is not reducible to speech. What then is the excess that is not
captured by speech?
The proposal that I develop in this chapter is that the relationship between the
subject and writing at postgraduate level can be described similarly. In other
words, the subject who writes and the written text exist in a co-constitutive
relationship and, at the same time, the subject who writes exceeds the text that is
written. This chapter is illustrative of the ways in which excess figures in the conconstitutive relationship of subject and text, the ways in which the subject is
stylized in response to a demand or demands, and the ways in which the psyche
– the internalised demand of an Other or Others – figures in the production of a
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text and a particular writing subject. ‘Anna’, whose words figure prominently in
this introduction, is the centrepiece for the work of this chapter.
Researching the relationship between text and subject requires attention to both
the written text and also to the excess of the subject who writes. To this point, I
have been employing a particular methodology – looking for changes across
drafts and taking into consideration writers’ accounts of their writing. Using this
methodology, Topologies of becoming, and SFL as a further analytic device, I
have mapped these changes or rupture points in texts as moments when the
writer and the text are called into question or interpellated in some way. At these
moments, the subject who writes must respond and write a coherent self onto the
page or risk incoherence.
In Chapter one, for example, Clara’s writing was interpellated differently by a
fellow student and her supervisors. She became in that moment a subject inexcess which she negotiated in subsequent redrafts. In Chapter five,
Bernadette’s writing became a tangible map of the excess or multiple subject
positions that she negotiated through her written drafts and particular linguistic
‘choices’. But interpellating a text and its writer is not a process that is
inaugurated by an individual in a one-off occasion. The effectiveness of the call:
‘Writing is not a rapturous activity’, was not simply the result of Alex, as an
individual supervisor, naming the text as inappropriate. Clara, after all, ignored
the advice of her supervisors, ‘It’s probably in good shape’, and changed her text
in response to another student’s comments. If it were simply a case of being
responsive to a powerful individual, how might we account for this difference
between Bernadette’s and Clara’s responses?
Following Butler, the question becomes not why Bernadette responded to Alex’s
regulation of her writing and Clara responded to the student, but how supervisor
and student both voiced the domain of the intelligible in postgraduate research
writing. As Butler says:
[t]he subject’s production takes place not only through
the regulation of the subject’s speech, but through the
regulation of the social domain of speakable discourse.
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The question is not what it is I will be able to say, but
what will constitute the domain of the sayable within
which I begin to speak at all …
To move outside of the domain of speakability is to risk
one’s status as a subject. To embody the norms that
govern speakability in one’s speech is to consummate
one’s status as a subject of speech. (Butler, 1997a, pp.
133, original emphasis)
In the accounts that I have provided of the changes that Clara and Bernadette
made across drafts, there was a profusion of factors that impacted on
decisions about what to remove, insert, or re-position. There was no linear
connection traceable to a single cause. Additionally, the production of both
Clara and Bernadette as appropriate writing subjects was not simply a matter
of external control. In both Clara’s and Bernadette’s accounts, there was an
internalisation of the norms that govern intelligible writing, and for Bernadette,
intelligible painting. As subjects who write, both foreclosed on certain
excesses in their writing and both improvised within discursive constraint.
As Butler has argued, censoring a text is always in some sense incomplete
(1997a, p. 130). There is also more than one way in which to respond to the
call of the censor – ‘interpellation is not a straightforwardly effective
performative’ (Salih, 2002, p. 129). The unanticipated changes made by Clara
and Bernadette in their subsequent redrafts are illustrative of the incomplete
and multiple effects of regulatory calls to write in particular ways. Together
these understandings provide an explanation for why neither Clara, nor
Bernadette simply acquiesced to the lessons of their supervisors or others
who critiqued their work.
The changes that Clara and Bernadette made to their texts were provoked by
a matrix of open-ended and intersecting influences that might also be
understood through Elizabeth Grosz’ work on time and difference (2005,
1999b) introduced first in Chapter one. Grosz’ proposal is that difference
occurs over time and is inevitably linked with elaboration and becoming (my
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emphasis). Within this frame, time is not singular but a complex of
intersecting times that is generative of effects, not causative. In this rethinking
of time, chance figures rather than causality. And chance is ‘the excess,
superfluity, of causes, the profusion of causes, which no longer produces
singular or even complex effects but generates events which have temporal
continuity quite separate from their “causes”’ (Grosz, 1999b, p. 4). This view
of difference allows for the multiple causes that worked together in complex
ways in Clara and Bernadette’s accounts of their writing. It also takes into
account the unexpected ways in which Clara and Bernadette responded in
further drafts.
The embodied work that ‘Anna’ does in this chapter to negotiate her voice, in
and through the texts she produces as she writes her PhD thesis, provides
me with a further opportunity to demonstrate the value of attending to the
relationship between the text and the subject. Butler refers to the chiasmic
relationship between speech and the subject as one in which excess must be
read alongside, and often against, the propositional content of what is said
(Butler, 1997a, pp. 155-156). If this same relationship is applicable to the
written text and the subject who writes, used here to signal the excess that is
constrained or re-positioned at the moment of writing, then what excess
needs to be read alongside, and perhaps against, the texts that Anna, the
already competent writing subject, produces?
Anna, therefore, allows a further testing of the usefulness of Topologies of
becoming as a way of locating those moments when a subject is stylized in a
response to a demand, the value of employing linguistic analysis alongside
Butler’s understanding of the performative subject, and the ways in which excess
figures in becoming a postgraduate research writer.
Anna is, on paper, a ‘good’ subject. Anna’s positioning of herself within her
chosen field of applied linguistics appears unproblematic. As Anna indicates in
the interview segment with which I began this chapter, she has ‘spent her writing
life emulating the good things’ that she has read. She knows how to write: she
teaches writing in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) classes; she knows
how to deconstruct a text; she knows what the valued features of academic
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writing are; she has ‘successfully’ emulated good writers in her field. Anna
appears to embody the ‘competent’ communicator and knower referred to in
Graduate Attributes documents (Nunan, 1999). She appears to have internalised
the norms of academic writing.
As a ‘good subject’, the work that Anna does in her drafts can’t easily be
explained as one of struggle that any not-yet-competent or any not-yetdisciplinary-acculturated subject might experience in learning the language
features and ways of knowing that characterise successful academic texts in
her disciplinary field. If it is the case that Anna’s writing and disciplinary
knowledge, per se, are not the issue, then what is it that provokes Anna to
draft and redraft her texts in the sometimes unexpected ways that she does?
The drafts that Anna produces and her accounts of these drafts, therefore,
offer an opportunity to consider whether Topologies of becoming works
heuristically to expand our view of the apparently already-competent-writing
and disciplinary acculturated subject. Consequently, Anna’s writing and her
accounts have the potential to expand our understanding of what, in addition
to the production of a well written and disciplinary knowledgeable text, is
involved in becoming a postgraduate research writer.
Outline of the chapter
The first section of this chapter provides a context for Anna’s thesis project.
The section titled: An ideal subject explores the changes that Anna makes
across five drafts of her conversion to PhD document. These changes provide
the momentum for the following sections A more complex subject,
Producing complexity and Negotiating complexity. In these sections, I
map the ways in which excess figures in the co-construction of text and Anna
as a subject.
In Experimenting moments, I focus on sections of drafts of Anna’s results
chapter that contained a footnote in which Anna directly engages with her
reader. Experimenting moments examines the significance of ‘voice’ in
Anna’s negotiation of excess in becoming a postgraduate research writer.
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Anna’s thesis project
Anna is an applied linguistics student writing within an Education faculty.
During four interviews and a number of short email exchanges from early
2004 to mid 2007 our discussions covered drafts and redrafts of her
conversion document from masters research to PhD candidature, her thesis
outline, and her results chapter. In many ways, Anna’s knowledge of how
language works drove her responses to my interview questions which, with
the exception of our initial interview, always began by asking about changes
that she had made in her drafts. Anna talked in particular, and recurringly,
about ‘packing up’ her more conversational style into a more academic style,
her voice, and the macro organisational structure of her thesis.
Anna’s final thesis contains ten chapters. The first and last of these are the
ones in which she is most obviously present as a writer, both academically
and autobiographically. Anna’s use of the first person singular and plural
pronoun is evident in a number of places throughout her thesis but this is
secondary to the detail of the substantive content of these chapters which
more obviously locates Anna in her writing. In chapter one, for example, Anna
identifies her research as being motivated by her son, ‘Danny’, and ‘the
variety of modes of expression’ that he uses to communicate without speech.
Text excerpt 1 below, taken from chapter one of Anna’s submitted thesis,
demonstrates this point.
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Text excerpt 1

Anna’s research project

1.0 Introduction
This study is based on the premise that humans are
semiotic beings who make meaning with each other in a
wide variety of ways. However, this study focuses on the
meaning making of a person whose semiotic behaviour
presents as somewhat different from that of most other
humans. The subject of this study is my son Danny who,
at the start of the project, was eight years old. Danny
has a rare chromosome disorder that has resulted in a
severe

intellectual

communication

disability

disorder1,

and

meaning

a

severe

he

cannot

communicate using speech. Nevertheless, although
Danny does not speak, he does communicate, both
frequently and persistently, using a variety of modes of
expression other than speech. Some of these modes of
expression have included what is known as “problem” or
“challenging” behaviour (Carr, Levin, McConnachie,
Carlson, Kemp & Smith 1994), and it has been his
challenging behaviour, plus his insistence, almost to the
point of desperation, to communicate, that led me to this
study. In my attempt as his mother to provide
appropriate means for Danny to communicate, it
became evident that before being able to help improve
his communication I would first need to find out what
meanings Danny was already communicating. (Chapter
1, p.2)
The theoretical framework for Anna’s study is Michael Halliday’s Systemic
Functional Linguistic (SFL) theory. It is relatively common that a case study
approach, such as the one Anna has employed, has been taken in the
development of SFL as a theory of language in use. Halliday’s son, Nigel, for
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example, is the case study used in his discussion of child protolanguage in
Spoken and Written Language (Halliday, 1985, and elsewhere).
Anna’s thesis pivots on the question of whether her son can be described as
having a mature system of language involving three strata levels – a semantic
level, a grammatical level and, a phonological or expressive level; or whether
he has a protolanguage, associated in developmental terms with an infant
language, involving only two levels – semantic and phonological or
expressive. The third alternative is that his language falls somewhere in
between. Text excerpt 2 below is taken from the theoretical framing chapter of
her submitted thesis. It is indicative of this point.
Text excerpt 2

A pivotal issue

The tri-stratal configuration is said to be representative
of the adult system of language. In contrast to this, a
child’s protolanguage, as discussed in the previous
chapter, has only two strata: content and expression.
What remains to be explored in this thesis is whether
Danny’s multimodal semiosis has three strata or two, or
some combination of both. In other words, does Danny
have an intermediate stratum or layer of grammar,
between his meanings and his expressions? And if he
does, is this grammar like the adult system of speech
language? Whilst I didn’t set out to try to locate Danny’s
communication on a developmental trajectory, as
alluded to earlier, one by-product of mapping his
meaning making using SF theory is locating it in terms
of a stratal model. (Chapter 3, pp 65-66)

An ideal subject: Performing ‘good’ moments
As a part-time teacher in a School of Modern Languages, Anna appears to
position herself comfortably within the SFL theory that is the basis of her
thesis project. Anna might be labelled a ‘good’ subject as opposed to a ‘bad
subject’, borrowing from Cate Poynton’s (1993, p. 1) parodic self-description
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of her precarious positioning at the junction of linguistics, feminist theorising,
and poststructuralist social/critical theory.
Anna is a skilled academic writer, mostly achieving High Distinctions and
Distinctions in her undergraduate essays. She has, for example, as Interview
excerpt 1 demonstrates, a well developed ‘rhetorical understanding of
disciplinary texts’ (Tardy, 2005, p. 337). As Anna indicates below, she knows
about writing style and about exceptions to the rules.
Interview excerpt 1
36. A:

Oh look I think that’s a really interesting point

because by and large I think we school them
[undergraduate students] to leave their voice out, [I: mm]
but then if you go and look at good writers further down
the track the voice is in [I: mm] and – and good writers
invite you in quite – not personally but in a more spoken
manner like, ‘I’d like you to consider this example’ or –
or they say ‘consider this example’ which is an
imperative which you would say ‘don’t use in essay’s’.
So I think that’s – I – I have been wrestling with that
because you know we talk about um – you know in EAP
it should be informal, impersonal blah, blah, blah, blah [I:
yeah] and then later we’ll actually find out that’s not
entirely the case. [I: yeah].
So I think that um may – maybe it’s more about um that
you don’t have to um subscribe to all of the features all
of the time but you – you have to be aware of what they
are and you can choose when it’s appropriate to use
them. But I don’t think that comes across very well in
EAP I think it’s more prescriptive about ‘don’t use the
personal pronoun I’. You know.
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37. I:

And so the point you’re at in your own writing,

you’re a much, you have much more mobility to play
with those things and then manipulate that?
38. A:

Yeah that is the case. I mean I decide whether

I’m going to say um, um, ‘in my study’ or ‘this study’ or
[I: yeah] no matter where, [I: yeah] those kind of things.
What am I going foreground? Is it going to be me or the
study? And how much I’m going to nominalize and [I:
yeah] all those types of things. So yeah I do and – and –
and in terms of the process um for me it might often
start off a personal narrative kind of thing and then I’ll
look at it later and chuck those bits and reformulate
them and pack them up and nominalize… (Interview 1
with Anna, 20.3.04)
As Interview excerpt 1 also indicates, Anna is knowledgeable about the
textual features of the highly abstract texts demanded of research degree
students. In turn 38 in Interview excerpt 1, for example, Anna competently
employs the SFL metalanguage ‘nominalize’ to describe the ways in which
she will convert a common-sense view of the world (her personal narrative)
into a more technical and abstract rendition.
Her account obliquely references Jim Martin’s discussion of the role of
grammatical metaphor (of which nominalization is a form) in the creation of
both technicality and abstraction.
… scientific discourse is a technical one. This is so
because science is concerned with building up an
uncommon sense interpretation of the world. To do this
it takes common sense as a starting point and
‘translates’ it into specialized knowledge …
Both technicality and abstraction depend on the same
linguistic resource, nominalization – or to put this more
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generally, on what Halliday … refers to as grammatical
metaphor. (1993a, pp. 225-227)
Learning language, and in this I want to include learning to write at ‘the high
end’ of postgraduate research, involves, as Halliday (2003) points out, a
complex relationship between a socially constructed subject, a complex
organism in itself, and the environment within which the individual uses and
responds to language. I want to turn now to a closer examination of the
complexity of this relationship between Anna, the socially and complexly
constructed subject and the texts that she writes. I am particularly interested
in understanding the ways in which excess might figure in this relationship.
Once again, the heuristic Topologies of becoming is a useful device for
naming those moments when the subject in-excess is made visible through
changes across text. In this chapter, however, the changes that Anna makes
are those of a well schooled subject who knows and has internalised the
demands and conventions of academic writing. None of Anna’s drafts display
excess in any obvious way. Anna’s accounts, however, read alongside and
against the drafts that Anna produces, point to the excess that Anna manages
and negotiates in becoming a postgraduate research writer.

A more complex subject
Compliant moments
It is no revelation that supervisors play a major role in the production of
research graduates and their texts. The relationship between supervision and
the research student becoming, for example, has been the focus of, or an
aspect of, a number of studies on research education (Aitchison & Lee, 2006;
Barnacle, 2005; Barnacle & Mewburn, 2010; Grant, 2003; Green, 2005;
Holbrook & Johnston, 1999; Lee & Green, 1998). So, it is unsurprising that
Anna referred to the input and guidance she receives from her supervisors a
number of times in our interviews. In response to my questions about
changes to the three drafts of her conversion to PhD document, for example,
Anna interrupts my line of questioning to indicate that she is willing to be
guided by her supervisors. Interview excerpt 2 below illustrates this point.
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Interview excerpt 2
66. A

Can, can I just sort of interrupt there and say

that I do take a fair bit of guidance from my supervisors.
So ahem, and each supervisor, I’ve got three. One has
a fairly minor role but the other two each have a major
role and they give me different kinds of advice, but some
of the advice that Jane gives me is about ahem, filling
the reader in [I: mm] but I mean – so – so I think when
you say big picture I – I was probably taking that advice.
So that I can’t just sort of go holus bolus into the
research. I have to set it up [I: yeah] and provide
everyone with a background. So cognitively that’s what I
was doing… (Interview 1 with Anna, 20/03/04)
Later in the same interview, in response to my question about her increasing
use of headings across the drafts of her conversion document and her
handwritten notes in the margins of her drafts, she again refers to the
influence of her supervisors.
Interview excerpt 3
114. A:

Yeah well that’s the way of organising. I think

that was probably Eliza’s advice [I: ok] to use headings,
my other main supervisor is the queen of organisation in
regards to text (laughter). (Interview 1 with Anna,
20.3.04)
Anna also indicates that she is not simply a compliant subject. She actively,
and as she suggests, perhaps irritatingly, seeks her supervisors’ advice as a
way of ‘not struggling’ over her writing.
Interview excerpt 4
171. I:

Yeah. How do you get there? How do you get

from that first one to building up to the other?
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172. A:

Well I use the supervisors. [I: yeah] So I – I

write the first one and we meet and they say all these
things wherever that first one, have you got the first
one? Is that the first one? Yeah so they say things and –
and then I go away and take their – I – I use them, I
exploit them, [I: yeah] and I – and they’ll say ‘yeah this is
great but you need to blah, blah, blah’. So I use their
guidance. [I: ok] You know in certain – and then I go
back and take their guidance into account and – and
ahem – ahem yeah, yeah. I don’t know but it’s certainly
they’re a big part of it. [I: mm] After I’ve written
something I’ll always take it to one or some of them and
go ‘well what you think of this?’
174. A:

And I think, I mean I – I think I’d probably – I’d

probably call on them a lot. They probably think I’m a
pain in the arse (laughs) but I figure that’s what they’re
there for [I: yeah] and also then I watch people, other
people struggle like my friend who and I just think, I’m
just going to take to them I’m not going to sit here and
struggle. I’m going to take them and they will tell me and
then, and then I’ll move on.
175. I:

So the whole process is very much a dialogue

that goes on between you and the supervisors a lot?
176. A:

Yeah.

178. A:

But I mean on two levels. One level is on the

content, ^^what shall I do now, what I’m thinking^^, and
the other has been on you know – and I guess as – as
the time goes on now it will be more around the writing.
(Interview 1 with Anna, 20.3.04)
Anna, the ‘good subject’ who knows about and has internalised the norms of
academic writing, the competent subject who knows what is required of her
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writing at research level, the compliant subject who takes notice of her
supervisors’ advice becomes, in this moment, a more complexly positioned
and positioning subject. She becomes an insistent subject, ‘a pain in the arse’
who actively calls on her supervisors rather than just responds to them. Anna,
the good girl on paper becomes in this moment, something more.

Producing complexity
In this next section, I attend to changes that Anna makes across her drafts
which could easily be dismissed as a natural progression of the ideal writing
subject, in favour of a closer investigation of how Anna is produced and
produces herself as a subject. I am keen to notice what is excess for Anna
and the ways in which she manages this in her drafts and produces herself as
a coherent writing subject through particular changes in the lexicogrammar
and structure.
The relevant excerpts from the drafts and final documents are reproduced in
Text excerpts 3, 4 and 5 below. These documents are scanned from the
original photocopies of drafts that Anna provided and have been included
here in this format in order to preserve the handwritten comments and their
location in relation to the rest of the document. The name of Anna’s son has
been blocked.
In line with my methodology of noting changes across texts, I began by
asking Anna about the increasing number of references that she used across
the different drafts and the function of these references in her documents. I
also asked her about her handwritten notes. Her commentary about these
parts of her drafts and final documents were in response to those questions.
In the first draft (Text excerpt 3), Anna uses three references, citing only the
authors’ names in relation to a general statement about child language
development. She also handwrites a query to herself and her supervisors
about which of the Halliday studies she should reference. The second
reference to Painter is specific in terms of the year and the page number and
also in relation to what Painter ‘states’ about child language development.
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Texxt excerpt 3

Con
nversion document
d
draft
d
1

In response
r
to
o my quesstion about her use off reference
es across tthe three
dra
afts, Anna commente
c
d laughing
gly that puttting in the referencess ‘makes itt
look like you know
k
whatt you are ta
alking abou
ut’.
erview excerpt 5
Inte
73. I:

Yea
ah. Ok. Ah
hem. Whatt about the
e reference
es?

I mean
m
you – by the tim
me you gett to your fin
nal docum
ment
the
ere’s a lot of referen
nces in the
ere. In thiss earlier o
one,
thiss very firstt one, therre are not a lot of re
eferences. So
can
n you talk to me ab
bout what the references were
e or
we
eren’t doing
g for your writing
w
at th
hat time?
74. A:

Can
n I see the
e third one where lotss … Well yyou

kno
ow putting
g the refere
ences in itt always makes
m
it loo
oks
like
e you kno
ow what you’re talk
king abou
ut doesn’t it?
(laughter). (In
nterview with
w Anna 1, 20.3.04)

169

In her second draft, Text Excerpt 4 below, Anna provides specific references,
this time citing specific publication dates. As in her first draft (Text excerpt 3),
she also highlights the word ‘normal’ with scare quotes indicating that this
word is significant in some way.
Text excerpt 4

Conversion document draft 2

In her second draft, Anna also shifts her emphasis away from Danny and his
communication limitations to focus on the limitations associated with her
application of SFL theory to her data. Her decision about what to foreground
is an important one, not only for this small section of text but for the whole of
her thesis. Anna explains the importance of her realisation about the theory’s
focus on normal language development in Interview excerpt 6 below.
Interview excerpt 6
106. A:

Yes, well because, it is a key statement in a

sense that I suddenly – it suddenly dawned on me when
I was reading stuff is how normalised are all the theories
which

is

fine

because

they

look

at

language

development but – but– but they’d be normal language
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development and I’m looking at eighty percent atypical
So I could see that space there.
107. I:

Ok. So you – so the referencing starting to

have a different role over those, just those three drafts
we’ve looked at. In the first page of the very first one it
was just simply there as a – here’s where I was sitting
sort of thing, but it becomes more important to you over
those drafts?
108. A:

Yeah I suppose.

109. I:

It becomes a way of actually highlighting why

use it?
110. A:

Yeah arguing for your place and there is a

space there that you can contribute to or feel or
something.
111. I:

Rather than saying ‘I’ve read the literature’?

[A: yeah] Which is, what is happening in the first draft
[A: yeah]. (Interview 1 with Anna, 20.3.04)

Negotiating complexity
The changes to the references across the two drafts, read from a purely
textual perspective are a refinement of the citation process. Understood from
a genre theory perspective (see, for example, Swales, 2004), they represent
an expected move in a thesis: arguing for a place in the theory rather than
merely citing the theory. But as the following interview excerpt (Interview
excerpt 7) suggests, these changes can also be read as textual manifestation
of a particular ontological and epistemological negotiation that Anna manages
as a multiply positioned subject.
Interview excerpt 7
182. A: … because one of the problems that has been
with Danny is that he doesn’t seem to have the textual
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metafunction. So he’s obviously got the experiential,
he’s talking about things. And he’s obviously got the
interpersonal. He can act on people. He can make them
get things for him. He can let you know that he wants
something. You know he’s got speech functions, but the
textual is all about, you know Theme and then what
unfolds in time. So it has to unfold either on the page in
time or its out of my mouth in time, [I: yeah] and he
communicates everything all at once [I: yeah] You can’t
even apply the notion of first position, second with him
because he has he – he – he points at the picture and
looks at you all at the one time. [I: yeah] So you chuck
the textual metafunction out right, and then if you chuck
the textual metafunction and you’ve only got your got
interpersonal experience or according to systemics
you’ve only got a protolanguage because when you get
the textual is when you get an adult language. With
toddlers it’s when they start to speak with things in order
that the textual begins to be important. When you’re not
just going ‘drink’, ‘drink’, ‘drink ‘but going ‘I want drink’.
So because he doesn’t have that, I can’t even apply
those tools. So, on the one hand, you can say ‘well if he
doesn’t have it, he hasn’t got a textual metafunction
therefore he has got a protolanguage. He’s got
problems’. But I sure don’t think it’s that simple. I think
he’s – he’s got something very different to a
protolanguage. Its language it’s just different. So if they
[my supervisors] chose *Pope as a marker I’d have, I’d
sit – would feel like I would have to work so hard to
convince her that what I’m doing is right and I don’t want
– I don’t want to be writing for that. I want to write for
someone who’s already got a much broader view of
what language is. (Interview 3 with Anna, 17.12.04)
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Interview excerpt 7 suggests that Anna, a ‘good’ subject, a ‘compliant’
subject, and an ‘insistent’ subject who writes and who mothers her son, who
communicates with him on a daily basis, who researches his communication
and a lot more besides, has reached the limits of knowing within the
constraints of SFL theory. Anna becomes a subject in-excess.
Anna’s is not the overtly emotional excess demonstrated in Bernadette’s
account and negotiations with text. Nevertheless, it is a contradictory and
emotional excess that has the potential to destabilise Anna’s place as a good
subject within her chosen field. Propelled by her relationship to Danny, her
determination to focus her research on what Danny does to communicate not
on what he doesn’t do and her desire to work within the field of SFL, she
rewrites sections of her texts. Over successive drafts, Anna works the
language in particular ways to focus on the limitations of SFL. She effectively
re-organises the experiential and interpersonal metafunction of language
through changes at the textual level and within the lexicogrammar.
In the second draft (Text excerpt 4), for example, ‘normal’ is attached as a
premodifier in the nominal group: “normal’ child language development’. In
contrast, in draft one (Text except 3) the word ‘normal’ is attached as a
premodifier to the word infant. In draft one, the nominal group: ‘a ‘normal’
infant’ is contrasted with Danny: ‘a different communicator’. In the redrafted
version, the word ‘normal’ is attached to Halliday, Painter and Torr’s
theoretical perspectives rather than contrasted with Danny, Anna’s son.
Anna also shifts both Theme and Focus across the first two drafts to shift the
emphasis away from the limitations of her son and onto the limitations of the
theory. Thematic choice affects the development of the text as a whole, while
Focus ‘expresses the main point of the information unit’ (Halliday, 1994, p.
336). Theme and Focus act in combination as complementary aspects of the
grammar. As Halliday points out, Theme provides speaker or writer-oriented
prominence, indicating ‘what I am starting from’, while Focus provides a
listener-oriented focus indicating ‘what I am asking you to attend to’ (Halliday,
1994, p. 336).
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In Table 6 below, I have bolded the topical Themes of the clauses that make
up the first sentence of the section under discussion, starting with the
paratactic conjunction ‘but’. I have chosen this first sentence for analysis
because it provides a Thematic organisation for the whole paragraph. I have
also indicated the Focus of each clause in this sentence.
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Table 6 Topical theme changes across drafts 1 and 2
clause

Draft 1

Draft 2

Theme

Focus

Theme

Focus

1

but it

is clear from the data

but I

have found

2

that while Danny

is often using infantile
sounds

that I

cannot assess his
communication using
these studies only for
the following reasons

3

when you

combine these with his other
modes of communication

4

he

5

who

is a different communicator
from a ‘normal’ infant
is in the process of
language
construal/development
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The thematic prominence in draft one is predominantly on Danny, Anna’s
son, her research ‘subject’, whereas the predominant Theme in draft two is I,
Anna, the researcher. The Focus of each clause in draft one is principally on
the characteristics of Danny, whereas the Focus in draft two switches to the
non applicability of normalised language theories to those communicators
(including Danny) who sit outside a ‘normalised’ linguistic developmental
framework.
Anna also makes use of the transitivity options available in the grammar to
construe and predominately foreground the non applicability of the theory to
her data in draft two. In Table 7 below, I have identified the processes and
participants in each of the clauses under discussion.
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Table 7 Transitivity changes across drafts 1 and 2
Clause
1

Draft 1

Draft 2

It

is clear

I

have found that

Impersonal
projection/

relational process

Senser

mental process

Danny

Is often using

I

cannot assess

Actor

material process

Senser

mental process

you

combine

Actor

material process

he

is a different communicator from a
‘normal’ infant

carrier

relational attributive process

who

is in the process of language
construal/development

Actor

material process

Predicted theme
2

3

4

5
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As Table 7 indicates, Anna employs processes in draft 1 that are
predominantly material (Halliday, 1994, p. 109), that is, processes of doing; or
relational (Halliday, 1994, p. 119), that is, those of being. Danny is either the
actor or the carrier in three out of five transitivity structures in draft 1. The text
is predominantly about her son: what he does and who he is.
In draft 2, the first process is a mental process. These are processes of
thinking, feeling and seeing (Halliday, 1994, p. 118) and Anna is the senser.
The second is also arguably a mental process related to cognition (Halliday,
1994, p. 115). In both, Anna is the senser involved in thinking and
understanding; the finding and the not being able to assess. The emphasis
has shifted to her cognitive processes related to her application of the existing
theory to her son’s communication.
In her third to final draft (Text excerpt 5), Anna annotates the heading and
makes notes on the text, although the typed section of text is unchanged from
draft 2.
Text excerpt 5

Third to final draft conversion document
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In this third to final draft, ‘learning’, in the heading ‘Systemic functional
approaches to learning language’, has been crossed out and the word
‘development’ inserted after ‘language’. The word ‘limitations’ has been
inserted, and the word ‘applications’ inserted and then crossed out. Anna also
hand writes the following in the space above the heading:
The experience to date is that I have really only scratched
the surface + recognise that so many things need
developing and researching etc.
And in the margin in the body of the text just below the heading, she
handwrites:
say why this has been a significant finding
Anna has already indicated that the handwritten notes relate to discussions
with her supervisors and the annotations are indications of what Anna will do
in the next draft. The final conversion document (Text excerpt 6) does indeed
contain some of the changes that Anna had handwritten onto the previous
draft.
Text excerpt 6

Final conversion document
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The
e heading ‘Systemic Functional Approach
hes To Lan
nguage De
evelopmentt Lim
mitations’ was
w predicted in the handwritten
h
n notes from the earlier draft, as
wass the creattion of a ne
ew subhea
ading numb
ber 1.1.1. What
W
is new
w and
unp
predicted iss the subheading atta
ached to th
his section: ‘Normalissation of th
he
theory’. The nominalize
n
d form ‘normalisation
n’ has, in th
his draft, become the
e
hyp
per theme organising
o
g and focussing the infformation in the sectiion. The
sign
nificance of
o the word
d ‘normal’ that first ap
ppeared in draft one a
attached as a
pre
emodifier to
o ‘infant’ an
nd contrastted with Da
anny, has been raise
ed in
pro
ominence th
hrough its structural placementt in a subheading and
d through its
i
function as He
ead noun in the nom
minal group which ma
akes up the
e subheading.
The
ese are texxturing devvices that Anna
A
has employed
e
t clearly ssignal whatt it
to
is she
s want to
o foregroun
nd. Additionally, and importantly, the focu
us of
info
ormation in
n this nomin
nal group is
i what com
mes last, that is, in th
he
posstmodifier – ‘of the theory’, whicch occupie
es an unma
arked or typical positiion
in the nomina
al group. Th
he focus iss the theory
y and its normalisatio
on, not herr
son
n and his atypical
a
com
mmunicatio
on.
This experien
ntial focus on
o the SFL
L as a theo
ory (a particcular episttemologica
al
focus) is also re-enforce
ed interperrsonally in the single page hand
dout that
onversion to
t PhD pre
esentation. In the secction of the
acccompanied Anna’s co
han
ndout that relates mo
ost closely to the secttions of the
e earlier drrafts, that is
s,
those places where Ann
na directly references
s the work of the SFL
L theorists –
Hallliday, Pain
nter, and Torr,
T
Anna makes use
e of anothe
er set of the
eorists –
Gerber and Kraat
K
(1992
2) to appraise SFL as
s in: ‘a ‘norrmal’ langu
uage
devvelopment frameworkk can be usseful even when it is limited’. In
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Collectively, these grammatical shifts resonate with Anna’s comments of
wanting to focus her research on the communication her son does achieve:
Interview excerpt 8
162. A:

And that – you know when I presented that at

a conference in July a teacher said that, you know his
comments here and he said: ‘this is really inspiring
because that was the first time I’d seen someone look at
a child like that with as, as what they can do, not what
they can’t do’. (Interview 3 with Anna, 17/12/04)
Over the series of drafts that I have examined, Anna has made changes to
information structure or textual meaning and also to the interpersonal and
experiential meaning of her texts. From a textual analysis point of view, each
draft might be understood as evidence of progressive movement towards a
more competent execution of postgraduate research writing. Each draft, for
example, is an increasingly sophisticated mimesis of the academic
conventions of referencing and of structure. Anna’s initial use of single
references becomes more differentiated and specific through the addition of
publication dates in subsequent drafts. She progressively structures the text
through headings.
The headings themselves might also be understood as a progression in that
they move from a relatively concrete rendition of ‘the state of affairs’ to a more
abstract one. The nominalizations: ‘limitations’ and ‘normalisation’, for
example, are used in the final document. Anna is aware that nominalization is
a feature of the ‘high end’ of academic writing and allows for the development
of an argument (Martin, 1993a) and as Interview excerpt 9 indicates, she
knows how to achieve this in her writing:
Interview excerpt 9
32. A: …of course I want there to be academicness
about the text and I know what that means. Like in – in
terms [I: yeah] of drawing the references properly and
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using them to build my argument and all that kind of
stuff. (Interview 1 with Anna, 20.3.04)
Anna’s work over a series of drafts can be accounted for within a
developmental framework. Viewed in this way there is nothing remarkable
about her drafts; they mark the development of an appropriate academic text.
Anna’s drafts are responsive to directives from her supervisors and exhibit an
awareness of the ‘norms’ of ‘academicness’. Anna’s intelligibility as a writing
subject is not in question.
Additionally, Anna is making an original contribution to the field – a
requirement for the doctoral award (Holbrook & Johnston, 1999). For Anna,
this means challenging a theoretical framework which excludes from
consideration those outside the ‘normal’ social order, as she indicates in the
following extract:
Interview excerpt 10
174. A:

Yeah and, and um so what really strike, strikes

me always with systemics, and you can say it about that
conference which like I said it was one of the best
conferences I’ve been to, but its only talking about
normal people and the rational mind, and the kind of and
–and how – how do you fit into that when your someone
outside of the social order which is what they did, and so
– so I can understand that they are trying to describe
life, but they totally excluding people who are outside of
the – the – I don’t even know what the word is – the
normal, the privileged social order. I mean they talk
about privilege in terms of class, but they’re not talking –
there’s – there’s so many other kinds of privileges.
180. A:

Yeah and in fact I’ve started my Introduction

since I’ve come back from the conference, it will
probably end up in the discussion, but I started this
‘what does it mean to be here and what’s it mean to be
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in there in a social order and xxx and well you can look
at people like Christian, Halliday and everyone just to
see what it means for what it – to be outside xxx [A:
yeah, yeah] and – and so I want to try and – I now want
to try and frame this in that manner I think and – and
that also impacts heavily on who the markers are going
to be as well and – and in terms of writing, this is one
thing we haven’t touched on is I’m thinking about the
markers. Who’s going – who will be the ultimate readers
and judges of this work, and writing the xxx and – and in
terms of systemics I’m not picking any – initially I
thought I’d definitely pick people like *Pope maybe even
*Jim, but I’m definitely not going to pick *Pope and I
probably won’t pick *Jim, and the reason I wouldn’t pick
*Pope is because she’s a developmentalist and she – I
feel like I – I will have to bat so hard to argue for why I’m
using adult tools on a child whose output was very much
like an infant’s output, but I don’t want to – he’s not an
infant and I have a real ideological issue which maybe a
problem for me as researcher is that, I don’t want to
pitch him at his development. So that’s gone out with the
bloody dark ages. You know you don’t say these days
someone’s got a mind of a two year old or a one year
old or the language of a one year old, and so I don’t
want to… (Interview 3 with Anna, 17.12.04)
Inserting herself as a researcher and writer into the field of SFL entails risk.
Anna refuses to pitch her son at his developmental level, yet the theory as it
stands allows no place for a communicator who is, as she describes, ‘outside
of the social order’ (turn 174, Interview excerpt 10). As Anna indicates, how
she writes, what she writes and who will mark her thesis are critical questions
attached to this risk. She is, at this moment, a subject at the limit, propelled by
competing and conflicting desires.
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In the account I have provided, Anna is a subject in-excess. Using the
framework of Topologies of becoming, Anna becomes, in overlapping
moments, an appropriate writing subject, a disciplinary knowledgeable
subject, a compliant subject, an insistent subject, a researching subject and a
mothering subject. This excess complicates the ways in which she produces
a self on the page. The relationship between text and subject that surfaces in
Anna’s drafts and accounts is one of excess that she carefully and reflexively
manages across a series of drafts.

Experimenting moments: experimental subjects
A recurring theme in Anna’s accounts of her writing was the issue of how to
write herself into her text. Driving this was Anna’s desire to produce an
appropriate academic text and to make intelligible what she ‘knows’ and
‘experiences’ as researcher and mother. Anna frequently talked about
experimenting with voice or how to write herself into her thesis. Butler’s notion
of experimentation (Butler, 2008), understood as something that one achieves
only through having a firm grasp of the norms of academic discourse, frames
my exploration of Anna’s experimentation.
In our third interview, I asked Anna about changes that she had made across
three drafts of the results section of her thesis. In one section, Anna directly
addresses the reader. This was a marked difference to the interpersonal
choices that she had made in the surrounding one and a half pages of text
and to the whole of the three earlier drafts of her results chapter.
Interview excerpt 11
12. I:

Well here’s where you’re directly addressing

the reader, whereas this is more – your results and –
and a bit of discussion about them and a bit of an
argument developing, but here you are actually directly
addressing the reader which struck me as being quite
different to the rest of the text on the first two pages.
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13. A:

Mm. Well I guess um, I – I – you know I

thought about um, myself in the Thesis and how – and
how I’m going to be present or not in the Thesis and to
what extent and I don’t – I still don’t know that yet. I’m
still not clear um, I mean clearly I’ll be – have quite a
really good discourse out of my Thesis, but at the same
time I want to be able to be in there with it and not – and
not just have – you know I – I have got nominal groups
but I hope there’s also going to be room for me in there,
and I quite like the ones that had myself. You know I
mean ‘I’. Not only am I the researcher I’m his mother so
it will be ridiculous to imagine that I am not going to be
in there at all.
14. A:

So I guess here I’m just sort of putting myself

in and I – and I feel that the supervisors will be the ones
who will – will guide me. Whether they will erase me out
of a particular piece or invite me in because I’m not quite
sure of that yet. (Interview 1 with Anna, 20.3.04)
Anna’s account is a deliberation about voice. As she says in the introduction
to this chapter, she has spent her whole life emulating the good things that
she has read and now must find her voice. Complicating Anna’s decision on
how she might ‘sound’ is Anna’s pitch for a readjustment to the theory which,
as it stands, would position Danny developmentally as an infant with a
protolanguage. The risk that Anna identified in Interview excerpt 10 is that she
may become unintelligible within the developmental framing of some SFL
theorists.
A further complication is the politics of ‘voice’ (Clark & Ivanic, 1997) that Anna
recognises must be negotiated. As Anna indicates in the following interview
excerpt, for example, Halliday, with his foundational role in SFL, is at liberty to
write in a more personalised way than may be available for Anna as a
student.
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Interview excerpt 12
…I think its really interesting because if you

50. A:

read people like Halliday and stuff they haven’t erased
themselves out [I: mm, mm] … I think there’s a bit of a –
there’s a funny kind of thing going on where you’re told
you’ve got to erase yourself out but then you’re allowed
to put yourself back in [I: yeah] and I don’t know whether
its when you become someone who has a position of
authority whether [I: yeah] you can put yourself back in
or how it works. [I: yeah] I mean Halliday, xxx he doesn’t
reference and does all kinds of things… often when I
read Halliday I feel like I’m reading his lecture. [I: right]
I’m – I’m reading him speaking rather than reading a
piece

of

you

know,

written

text.

Not

that

it’s

unacceptable, but you know what I mean. [I: yeah] Its
quite he – he keeps himself in there and says ‘I might
suggest that this is the case’ [I: yeah] you know that kind
of thing. (Interview 2 with Anna, 16.11.04)
The theory of SFL as it stands, Anna’s determination to focus on what Danny
can do, and the politics of voice work collectively to complicate Anna’s
deliberations about voice. Anna’s language cannot simply mirror ‘the good
things that she has read’. Like Butler’s reading of Sophocles’ protagonist,
Antigone (Butler, 2004b, p. 335), Anna must use the conventions of intelligible
speech within academia and SFL theory, but do so in a way that produces the
possibility of a different understanding of her son’s communication. She must
restage the theory in new and productive ways. There is more at stake here
than a decision about whether or not to use the personalised ‘I’.
What is voice?
But let’s step back a little and ask: What is voice? Is it a matter of working the
grammar and the written text in particular ways? Is it a matter of becoming ‘a
temporarily coherent subject’ so that the voice becomes legible within the
discursive context of postgraduate research writing? Is it both of these things
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and if that is the case, what is the relationship between the text and this
temporarily coherent writing subject?
To ask these questions in these ways, especially the last, is to entertain the
possibility that applied linguistics and Butler’s theorisations of the
performative subject may each have something to offer on the question of
voice. Applied linguistic responses may approach this question by describing
the rhetorical strategies that demonstrate voice in text (see, for example,
Harwood, 2005; Hyland, 2002; 2010; Tang & John, 1999) or by identifying the
evaluative or engagement resources that are available to demonstrate stance
or voice in academic contexts (see, for example, Hood, 2004, 2007; Swain,
2007), or by identifying the ways in which voice is constructed within different
disciplinary communities (T. Moore, 2002; Starfield & Ravelli, 2006; Turner,
2003). Other work has investigated the sorts of identities that are available
within academic discourse and the ways in which writers adopt or reject these
identities in their texts (Burgess & Ivanic, 2010; Ivanic, 1998; Ivanic & Camps,
2001; Lillis, 2001). Additionally, Butler’s work directs me to pay attention to
the minutely detailed processes by which a subject becomes the right sort of
writing subject and the silences, voices and negotiations that are part of
this process of becoming. Voice, therefore is a particularly potent theoretical
space to explore the relationship between the performative subject and text.
The focus of Interview excerpt 11 was prompted by Anna’s use of the explicit
first person personal pronoun and her direct engagement with the reader in a
footnote in a section of three drafts of her results chapter. The same footnote
appears as footnote number one on page one of the first draft and on the
second page of the second and third draft. Across the three drafts, there is a
slight but non trivial word change that I have underlined in Text excerpt 8.
Text excerpt 8

Draft 1 footnote

I can hear the reader ask, at this point, why does the
title of the thesis include “nonverbal” as a classifier of
Danny’s communication when here I am saying that he
has

words

in

his

communicative

repertoire.

By
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describing Danny as nonverbal, I mean that he does not
use

speech

language

as

the

main

form

of

communication the way typical children his age do. He
does not use any of the grammatical resources that
speech has to offer. Further, the number of words
Danny is able to articulate clearly enough for a total
stranger to understand is one: “Dad”, the rest are all
approximations, and you have to know a fair bit about
Danny and the context of his life to understand, for
example that “yii-yii-yii” means escalators.
Draft 1 of the footnote contains the words ‘the way typical children his age
do’. In drafts 2 and 3, this is changed to ‘the way speakers do’. In light of
Anna’s comments recorded in earlier excerpts, this simple textual manoeuvre
within a footnote sets in motion a number of significant effects. First, the
rewording enables a restaging of Danny as different communicator, rather
than dismissing him as the user of a protolanguage. This is a risky bid, but
one which Anna makes as a mother who refuses to position her son on the
theory’s existing scale of language development, and as doctoral candidate
making an original contribution to the theory.
Additionally, Anna’s address to the reader at the beginning of the footnote, ‘I
can hear the reader ask … ’, is a dialogised and heteroglossic projection
(Swain, 2007). In other words, Anna is opening up the possibly of other view
points and questions. Within the Appraisal framework this address to the
reader would be understood as an example of engagement (Coffin &
Hewings, 2004). It pre-emptively acknowledges, and later, counters a
different reading of her data and her argument. Through these moves in her
writing, Anna is effectively orchestrating a play of perspectives. She doesn’t
simply develop a representation of self that sits within the available
conventions (Hyland, 2010), her direct engagement with the reader exploits
the conventions to ‘radically resignify’ (Butler, 2004b) Danny as a
communicator of significance.
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Voicing
As Hyland has indicated ‘one of the most obvious and important ways writers
can represent themselves to readers … is to explicitly confirm their role in the
discourse through first person pronouns’ (2002, p. 1093). The text that
precedes the footnote in each of the three drafts contains a number of first
person pronouns. These pronouns provide a further opportunity to identify the
ways in which Anna negotiates excess. I begin by identifying personal
pronoun usage across the three drafts and then mapping the pragmatic
functions (Harwood, 2005) that these references appear to fulfilling.
Table 8 contains instances of first person singular and plural pronoun use
over the three drafts of Anna’s results chapter. Following Harwood’s use of
co-text to mean the immediate text surrounding the ‘unit of discourse’ (2005,
p. 1214), I have located each personal pronoun within its surrounding
sentence. First person personal pronouns have been bolded and underlined.
Each sentence has been numbered. The excerpts that I have used from each
draft begin with the first use of a personal pronoun (locatable on page one of
each draft) and the heading immediately before this first use. I have used …
to indicate that there are other sentences which do not contain first person
pronouns between the ones I have identified.

189

Table 8 Personal pronouns across three drafts
Draft 1

Draft 2

Draft 3

4.1 The unit of analysis

The data

The data

1.(this might go in methodology – in

1. I have used my data in two ways for this

fact whole discussion on “unit of

chapter.

1. I have used my data in two ways for this chapter.

analysis” should be in methodology

2. Firstly, I have taken two transcripts, (Didi

2. Firstly, I have taken two transcripts, (Didi and Glen)

chapter I think).

and Glen) and have conducted a count of the

and have conducted a count of the various kinds of

…

various kinds of things Danny is doing in

things Danny is doing in these transcripts.

2. In order to examine what is going on

these transcripts.

3. This has enabled me to see how frequently Danny

in each of Danny’ turns, I have needed

3. This has enabled me to see how frequently

uses particular modes and realises particular meanings.

to observe and document exactly what

Danny uses particular modes and realises

4. Secondly, for the part of the chapter on metafunctional

modes of expression Danny uses in

particular meanings.

meanings, I have used much more than the data in the

place of words, when he has a turn in

4. Secondly, for the part of the chapter on

two transcripts, drawing from other transcripts as well as

an interaction.

metafunctional meanings, I have used much

from observational data, to scour, as it were, for whether

4. 2 Modes of expression

more than the data in the two transcripts,

Danny is realising particular meanings.

…

drawing from other transcripts as well as from

4.1 The unit of analysis

3. But as Danny does not use

observational data, to scour, as it were, for

…

wordings, I have had to observe and

whether Danny is realising particular

5. But as Danny does not use wordings, I have needed

describe exactly what he uses to

meanings.

to observe and document exactly what modes of

express himself with instead.

4.1 The unit of analysis

expression Danny uses in place of words when he has a

…

turn in an interaction.

4. Below is a diagram of Danny’s

…

modes of expression clustered by

5. But as Danny does not use wordings, I

4.2 Modes of expression

type, based on my observations of

have needed to observe and document

…

him.

exactly what modes of expression Danny

6. While my categorisation of Danny’s modes of

190

…

uses in place of words when he has a turn in

expression is similar to Light et al’s, it differs primarily

Footnote 1

an interaction.

because I take the modes to a further level of delicacy,

5. I can hear the reader ask, at this

…

that is, I divide them up into more specific groupings.

point, why does the title of the thesis

4.2 Modes of expression

…

include “nonverbal” as a classifier of

…

7. I have listed the modes Danny uses in order of

Danny’s communication when here I

Footnote 1

importance and/or frequency.

am saying that he has words in his

6. I can hear the reader ask, at this point, why

8. I have subdivided the categories.

communicative repertoire.

does the title of the thesis include “nonverbal”

…

as a classifier of Danny’s communication

Footnote 1

6. By describing Danny as nonverbal,

when here I am saying that he has words in

9. I can hear the reader ask, at this point, why does the

I mean that he does not use speech

his communicative repertoire.

title of the thesis include “nonverbal” as a classifier of

language as the main form of

Danny’s communication when here I am saying that he

communication the way typical

7. By describing Danny as nonverbal, I mean

children his age do.

that he does not use speech language as the

has words in his communicative repertoire.

main form of communication the way

10. By describing Danny as nonverbal, I mean that he

speakers do.

does not use speech language as the main form of
communication the way speakers do.
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The personal pronoun used most frequently across all three drafts is I
followed by my and then me. The majority of these pronouns appear to fulfil
the pragmatic function of outlining procedure/methodology, for example:
Draft 1
I have needed to observe and document exactly…
I have had to observe and describe exactly…
… based on my observations of him.

Draft 2
I have used my data in two ways for this chapter.
Firstly, I have taken two transcripts…
This has enabled me to see how frequently Danny uses particular modes and
realises particular meanings.
…I have used much more than the data
But as Danny does not use wordings, I have needed to observe and
document exactly…

Draft 3
I have used my data in two ways for this chapter.
Firstly, I have taken two transcripts…
This has enabled me to see how frequently Danny uses particular modes and
realises particular meanings.
I have used much more than the data …
I take the modes to a further level of delicacy, that is, I divide them up into
more specific groupings.
I have listed the modes Danny uses in order of importance and/or frequency.
I have subdivided the categories.
While my categorisation of Danny’s modes of expression is similar to Light et
al’s, it differs primarily because I take the modes to a further level of delicacy,
that is, I divide them up into more specific groupings.
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The last sentence in Draft 3: ‘... I take the modes to a further level of
delicacy...’ contains a use of I that positions Anna’s work as contributing
something different or original to her field. This is the ‘self-promotional I’ to
use Harwood’s (2005) terminology and functions to persuade the reader that
the text and its writer are worthy of notice.
All of the uses of personal pronouns that I have discussed so far could have
been avoided through the use of passive constructions. While the ideational
content would not have been affected, the interpersonal dynamic would have
been radically altered. Anna, as a well-schooled subject has instead explicitly
foregrounded her responsibility for her research design with the use of
personal pronouns.
The co-text that immediately surrounds some of the personal pronouns points
also to another aspect of the interpersonal functioning of the text. Here I am
referring to the modal operators that I have bolded in the following examples:
Draft 1
I have needed to observe and document exactly …
I have had to observe and describe exactly …
Draft 2
But as Danny does not use wordings, I have needed to observe and
document exactly …
Draft 3
But as Danny does not use wordings, I have needed to observe and
document exactly …
In drafts 1, 2, and 3 the modal operators ‘have needed to …’, ‘have had to
…’ both encode high obligation. This type of modality creates as a strongly
voiced argument for an expansion of the usual ways of accessing the
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semantic stratum of language – usually accessed by examining words. Since
Danny does not have words, his other expressions become important. Anna
foregrounds herself and her responsibility for taking up this argument.
Anna’s drafting demonstrates that there are things that one can do in regard
to the rules of academic writing other than simply conform to them or resist
them. In and through her drafts, Anna remains a coherent writing subject but
one who displays:
a certain errancy within expertise, a certain poeisis that
shows what else a set of rule might yield [sic] offer us
options that exceed the binary framework of coercion,
on the one side, and escape, on the other. (Butler, 2006,
p. 533)
The ‘backspace key’ (Petersen, 2008) is not exposed explicitly in Anna’s
accounts. Nevertheless, the influences that provoke Anna to redraft in the
ways that she does operate as complex and conflicting backspace keys.
Anna embodies Butler’s experimenting subject (Butler, 2008). She has a firm
grasp of the norms even while she experiments with ways of positioning a self
onto the page that vigorously engages the reader and persuasively works to
establish a place for her son’s communication patterns within a theory that
would exclude or diminish him.

Conclusion
Different ways of ordering the world produce particular material
arrangements, subject positions and forms of knowledge (Edwards, 2006). A
linguistic analysis of Anna’s text on its own is productive of linguistic
knowledge. But a linguistic analysis brought together with Butler’s
understanding of the ontological fragility and excess of subject formation is
productive of different arrangements, subject positions and forms of
knowledge. Consequently, some of what drives Anna, the complexly
positioned and positioning subject who writes, is demonstrable in Anna’s
drafts and redrafts, when read with and against the accounts that Anna has
provided. Anna becomes visible as a subject in-excess, produced through a
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matrix of open-ended influences, some of which I have mapped in this
chapter as:
the psyche that both exceeds and
allows for agency and resistance to
the normalising effects of academic
discourse

‘I have spent my whole life emulating
the good things that I have read’... I’m
now at a point where I have to kind of
drop all that and find my voice.

her realisations of the ‘politics’ of
voice

Interview excerpt 12
50.
I don’t know whether it’s when
you become someone who has a
position of authority whether [I: yeah]
you can put yourself back in or how it
works.

her location of her self as mother
and researcher

Interview excerpt 11
13.
Not only am I the researcher
I’m his mother so it will be ridiculous
to imagine that I am not going to be in
there at all.

her willingness to take notice
of/place demands on her
supervisors

Interview excerpt 4

her incursion into existing SFL
theory and psychic response to an
internalised Other

Interview excerpt 10

174. And I think, I mean I – I think I’d
probably – I’d probably call on them a
lot. They probably think I’m a pain in
the arse.

180.
I don’t want to pitch him at his
development. So that’s gone out with
the bloody dark ages. You know you
don’t say these days someone’s got a
mind of a two year old or a one year
old or the language of a one year old,
and so I don’t want to …

Anna’s drafts and accounts animate Butler’s theorisation of performativity.
Anna becomes Butler’s performative subject – the subject who writes – the
subject who exceeds the texts that she produces. She occupies and
simultaneously emerges as the site of Butler’s critical category of the subject
(Butler, 1997b). Anna remains intelligible as a subject only to the extent that
she is called into being as a well-schooled writer and successfully interpolates
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herself as both mother and researcher in her writing. Butler puts it succinctly –
‘No individual becomes a subject without first becoming subjected or
undergoing “subjectivation”’(Butler, 1997b, p. 11).
While the account that I have provided in this chapter does not invalidate a
developmental framing of the changes that Anna makes across drafts, it does
provide a richer account of what is at stake in becoming a postgraduate
research writer. It makes sense of the sometimes unlikely changes that
writers, even ‘good’ writers like Anna, make across drafts. And so, what place
might this account have within discourses of learning and teaching that
understand learning as a developmental process and writing pedagogy as
something that is done through textual analysis and modelling?
Richard Edwards’ work (2006) exploring the ‘and’ in teaching and learning
provides a useful way forward, if not quite an answer. He proposes a
radicalisation to the notion of ‘and’ drawing on Deleuze and Guattari’s (1980)
rhyzomic metaphor. The rhizome reworks the view that knowledge can grow
and develop – the arboreal metaphor where ‘[a]ll is ordered, all is rooted’
(Edwards, 2006, p. 127). In its place, the rhizome functions by:
[d]isplacing

roots

with

routes

and

introducing

unexpected eruptions rather than steady growth into the
view of language and meaning, wherein desire plays a
role in reason, and experience and experimentation are
privileged over interpretation (Edwards, 2006, p. 128)
Edward’s description resonates sweetly with the work of becoming that is
embodied in Anna’s writing and accounts. It is the ‘and’, ‘and’, ‘and’ …
captured in this metaphor that reverberates with Anna’s becoming – the
excess that she negotiated in her writing, the sometimes unexpected changes
that she made across drafts, her mobilisation of the ‘available’ linguistic
resources to interpolate a self into a discourse that would interpellate her son
as deficient. ‘And’, involves mediation, mobilisation and power and does ‘all
sorts of supplementing work’ (Edwards, 2006, p. 129).
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Chapter 7

Too many subjects?

We might be tempted to think that attributing agency to
language is not quite right, that only subjects do things
with language, and that agency has its origins in the
subject. But is the agency of language the same as the
agency of the subject? Is there a way to distinguish
between the two? (Butler, 1997a, p. 129)

Introduction
Butler’s questions are the starting point for continuing to mark out some of the
ways in which the subject who writes is both done and undone through and
within language. To distinguish the work of this chapter from the preceding
two, however, textual analysis itself is also an object of study. Butler’s work in
relation to the ‘excitability’ or indeterminate effects of language is combined
with Ruquaiya Hasan’s work on the problematic nature of context within
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) accounts of language, in order to
destabilise the notion of a coherent subject and a coherent textual analysis.
So, in addition to continuing to address my research questions about the
ways in which a subject is stylized in response to discursive demands placed
upon it, and the possibilities for agency within this constraint, this chapter
speaks particularly to my research question about the ways in which
linguistically focused writing pedagogies also work discursively. Textual
analysis itself is a site of subject formation wherein the intelligibility of the
writing subject and the written text is open for contestation.
The spoken and written texts that are the ‘data’ for this chapter and that help
me make apparent the equivocal nature of meaning, the subject and context
were produced by a number of different writers/speakers over a period of
several years. This data include: excerpts from a successful new
humanities/history thesis submitted for examination in 1999; excerpts from
two interviews that I conducted with ‘Kate’, the writer of the thesis in January
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2003; an excerpt from a paper by Greg Dening, one of Kate’s thesis
examiners, which makes reference to the thesis and its writer; Bob Hodge’s
(1995) paper on writing theses in the new humanities; Sue Hood’s (2007)
chapter using the Appraisal framework to work with excerpts from Kate’s
thesis; and Karl Maton’s (2000) article which Sue Hood draws upon in her
analysis of the thesis. Also included in this collection are two textual analyses,
one by Sue Starfield and Louise Ravelli (2006) and the other by Joan Turner
(2003). Neither of these analyses directly address Kate’s writing but they are
both focused on writing in the new humanities, or as Joan Turner terms it, the
contemporary humanities.
These texts, because of their different genres, authorship, and epistemic
frameworks occupy places of differential status within their own immediate
‘disciplinary’ contexts, within wider disciplinary debates, and within the
debates about the role of the university and the production of knowledge and
knowledgeable subjects (the graduates of the university) that were the focus
of much of Chapter three.
Within the terms of the argument that I have been developing, these texts
name or interpellate each other and their authors in particular ways. The
authors of the texts call upon differently nuanced epistemological claims,
technologies or methodologies to insert or interpolate themselves into the
academic context. In so doing, they construct particular views of knowledge
claims and the realisations of this knowledge in writing. By virtue of having
done the writing, Kate, as a new humanities writer, is variously interpellated
as a praised or slightly dubious knowing and writing subject. And many times,
Kate reflexively interpolates/inserts herself into her writing as the expanded,
embodied subject who writes.
Kate’s thesis is particularly provocative in that it has generated such a range
of responses and so provides a place within which to explore the ways in
which language works to affirm certain sorts of subjects and to devalue
others. Directly or indirectly, these texts provide a place to explore the
constituting and materialising processes of language. Vicki Kirby’s question
centres the work that I do in relation to these texts when she asks, following
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Butler: ‘What is it about language that allows for such diverse outcomes to
arise within one, enclosed system’ (2006 p.87)?
While the chronology of the texts that make up this chapter is apparent
through the citation system that I employ, none could be claimed as
‘originary’. Each text sits within the context of its own production in the sense
that it is recognisable within a particular epistemic framework or ‘tradition’. So
each text is necessarily intertextual; explicitly or implicitly linked to the
texts/voices of others. Each text also has a particular social purpose and
realises a particular genre as either a thesis presented for examination, or an
academic article that has been subjected to critical peer review and/or
editorial constraints, or as spoken responses to an interview. As a
recognisable realisation of a particular genre, none of the texts is originary.
As an instance of a particular genre and a particular epistemic frame, each
text encapsulates a set of practices and judgements which work to craft a
certain kind of academic writing subject. Each text instantiates a wider social
and epistemological context. So, with the possible exception of the thesis
itself, which provoked all but one of the other texts that I work with in this
chapter, none can be seen as the ‘parent’ text. The writer of the thesis,
however, does not claim originary status for her own text. She writes:
Text excerpt 1
This work is in indissoluble contact with so many
versions of truth that the expression itself must always
be understood as a conditional formation; truth as 'truth'.
I am not however suggesting that multiple truths can be
collapsed or interpreted to mean no truth, for in each
formation of truth there are not only the familiar
Foucauldian regimes of knowledge/power but individual
and group believers who may be resistant designers but
also originary embroiderers. These subjects have
stories which must be respectfully listened to …
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The variety of sources, the awkward efforts at
articulating

my/the

massacre's/history's

'outside

belonging' (Probyn, 1996), and the uses of such
famously 'subjective' texts as emotions and memory, the
centring of this rural 'peripheral' event and the
employment of particular theorists, might mark this work
as 'post' (modern, feminist, nationalist, ethnographic) or
queer. But I wish to call this Australian cultural studies
after Frow and Morris (1993: Introd), or, more
particularly,
critical/creative

given
'New

my

institutional

Humanities’

–

setting
a

–

heuristic

Hodgepodge (Hodge, 1995: 35-39). This work is
‘monstrous’ in that it folds in the ‘intractably personal’
and the passionate and moves between works that are
claimed for several disciplines but which I employ as
possibilities for imagining anew (Hodge, 1995: 37;
Dening, 1996: 205). (Thesis excerpt, p. 10)
Outline of the chapter
The first section of the chapter Conceptual Framing begins with an account
of relevant aspects of Butler’s work in Excitable Speech. Then I move to
some implications of this work, generated as a set of questions, in relation to
textual analysis as a strategy underpinning writing pedagogy.
In the second section Ambivalent Contexts, I explore the notion of context
understood both as a problematic category within SFL, following Hasan; and,
as a discursive construct. Cate Poynton and Alison Lee’s (2009) Foucauldian
influenced work on the occlusive nature of categories within linguistic
analysis, and their earlier work (Lee & Poynton, 2000) is particularly influential
in relation to the latter.
In the sections titled: Exciting texts and subjects and Taken out of
context, I work with the texts in various arrangements. At times, I have
arranged the texts in interjecting pairs or groups in order to expose some rift
in ‘our epistemological certainties’ (Butler, 2004f, p. 307). At other times, I
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have placed the texts in what I construe as like-minded proximity, that is, as
assemblages of knowledges and practices that constitute an epistemological
and ontological horizon within which certain practices and subjects are
intelligible, and beyond which they may disappear or become unrecognisable.
These arrangements and rearrangements are very much influenced by the
ways in which Kate managed the interweaving of texts and narratives within
her own thesis – a strategy to keep in play the idea, as Kate says, that ‘there
is no single home for the writing self’ (Thesis abstract p. 6). I wanted my own
thesis to have an ‘open-ended democratic structure’, a phrase Sarah Salih
(2002, p. 14) uses to describe Butler’s writing and which I read Kate’s writing
as employing. One of my supervisors quipped: ‘you wanted to be Kate!’
The section titled: Experiments in reconstruction works with issues related
to context drawn out via my engagement with Sue Hood’s (2007) analyses of
sections of Kate’s thesis. Disappearing texts and their writing subjects
examines some of the occlusions and material effects of textual analysis.
Too many subjects - too many contexts draws all of these argument
threads together to highlight the productive capacity of textual analysis. In
other words, the inclusions and exclusions of textual analysis have material
effects on how a text is understood and named; and on the formation of the
writing subject.
Collectively, these sections:
•

provide data-driven accounts of the ways in which language and
epistemological fames work towards crafting a particular writing
subject; and,

•

explore the ways in which an analyst’s understanding of context and its
relationship to text impacts on who and what is intelligible as text and
writing subject.
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Conceptual framing
In Excitable Speech, Butler explores the power of language to incite, excite
and injure, asking:
Could language injure us if we were not in some sense,
linguistic beings, beings who require language in order
to be? Is our vulnerability to language a consequence of
our being constituted within its terms? If we are formed
in language, then that formative power precedes and
conditions any decision we might make about it,
insulting us from the start, as it were, by its prior power.
(1997a, pp. 1-2)
However, as Butler also notes, not all name calling is injurious. It is also one
of the conditions by which an individual is called into being and has agency.
Through the dual actions of recognition and response, the subject is both
interpellated and interpolates itself into society. Referring to Althusser’s
(1969) concrete example of these processes, that of the policeman who calls
out: ‘Hey, you there’ (Althusser, p. 272) and the recognition of this call by an
individual who turns around in response to this call, becoming at this point an
individual who ‘is always already-a subject’ (p. 273), Butler’s question is why
and how does this address work? Why is it that an individual will turn back
and acknowledge the address as Althusser describes? This is the entry point
into a quandary:
As Butler explains it, strictly speaking the one who
answers cannot pre-exist the call if this moment of
address initiates the subject’s emergence. Yet in the
very act of turning around the suggestion that we are
witnessing the inaugural trope of subject formation loses
all credibility. We might wonder how one individual can
self-select from the group of passers-by, understanding
that a response implies responsibility, if s/he had not
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anticipated and, at least in some vicarious sense,
already experienced the event. (Kirby, 2006, p.88)
Implicitly, the concepts of both interpellation and interpolation are at the heart
of this quandary. The ‘power’ attributed to the address (interpellation) preexists its manifestation in Althusser’s ‘policeman’. Related to this, the
response of the subject who turns to the call (interpolation) is already in some
way anticipated both by the caller and the one who responds. To return to
Butler’s question at the beginning of this chapter, is the agency of language
the same as the agency of the subject? In other words, is the agency of the
subject limited to acceptance of subjugation?
Kirby takes us through a number of moves and revisions that Butler makes in
relation to the work of Hegel, Althusser and Austin to clarify these questions.
The first of these relates to the inter and intra subjectivity dynamic of Hegel’s
master-slave relationship within which there is an understanding that there is
no need to appeal to an individual entity or subject or event ‘because every
identity secretly incorporates the difference against which it defines itself’
(Kirby, 2006, p.90). Althusser incorporates this notion of inter and intra
subjectivity in a summary of what he calls the ‘quadruple system of
interpellation as subjects’ that involves:
1. The interpellation of ‘individuals’ as subjects.
2. Their subjection to the Subject.
3. The mutual recognition of subjects and Subject,
the subjects’ recognition of each other, and finally
the subject’s recognition of himself.
4. The absolute guarantee that everything really is
so, and that on condition that the subjects
recognize what they are and behave accordingly,
everything will be alright: Amen - ‘So be it’.
(Althusser, 1969, p. 277)
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Butler draws on J.L. Austin’s speech act theory to revise Althusser’s work on
subject formation especially in regard to the immediate recognition or efficacy
of the call. Central to this revision are Austin’s concepts of perlocution and
illocution. Butler glosses Austin’s distinction between these two concepts in
the following:
[Illocutionary acts] are speech acts that, in saying do
what they say, and do it at the moment of that saying …
[Perlocutionary acts] are speech acts that produce
certain effects as their consequence; by saying
something a certain effect follows. The illocutionary
speech act is itself the deed that it effects; the
perlocutionary merely leads to certain effects that are
not the same as the speech act itself. (Butler, 1997a, p.
3)
This distinction allows for ongoing and indeterminate consequences of the
perlocutionary speech act, whereas the illocutionary speech act seems to
have a more straight forward effect in that the naming is the doing. Butler
refers to Austin’s example of an illocutionary speech act: the ‘I do’, said in the
company of a marriage celebrant and future spouse as part of a wedding
ceremony, which would seem to constitute the fact of marrying. But interested
as she is in the power and efficiency attributed to hate speech by those who
propose legal sanctions against it, Butler queries the straight forwardness of
Austin’s distinction between perlocutionary and illocutionary speech. She
argues that there is an underlying ritual nature of any speech act that enables
an utterance to ‘work’, that is, to have an effect (whether intended or not), and
to make sense. The ritual nature of a speech act is an effect of the historicity
or conventional discursive properties that make meaning possible. Kirby
refers to this revision as Butler’s ‘more comprehensive sense of contextual
performativity’ (2006, p. 92).
In some ways then, all speech acts are indefinite and any utterance recalls
past circumstances to some degree and can evoke future ones. Language
can go on meaning even after the time of utterance and can go on meaning
204

even when the addressee is not present. Austin, as Kirby (2006) points out,
acknowledges this, in a sense, in his explanation of ‘infelicitousness’, that is,
when an utterance fails to achieve its purpose or is put to use in another
context.
Questions and implications
Butler’s work in Excitable Speech generates a range of questions in relation
to the collection of texts that inform this chapter. What past circumstances, for
example, are recalled by the utterances made about these texts and the
writers of these texts? What future ones might be evoked? What subjects are
called into being, and how does the writer of the original thesis respond to
and anticipate these utterances?
Can each of the texts that are the data for this chapter be understood as
illocutionary in that each text is ‘itself a deed that it effects’ – as in, ‘this is a
thesis’ within the context of the conferral of a doctoral degree on its writer, or
‘this is a published journal article’ within the context of the publication of the
text within a journal? And, simultaneously, can each text also be understood
as perlocutionary, exceeding ‘itself in past and future directions … [that]
escape the instance of utterance’ (Butler, 1997a, p. 3)? Can these texts be
understood as both illocutionary and perlocutionary within Austin’s terms that
‘illocutionary acts proceed by way of conventions, perlocutionary acts proceed
by way of consequences’ (Butler, 1997a, p. 17)? In other words, is it possible
to see Butler’s more comprehensive sense of ‘contextual performativity’
(Kirby, 2006, p. 92) at work in the collection of texts that inform this chapter?
Butler’s contextual performativity, understood as the discursive nature of any
language act that enables an utterance to ‘work’, has implications for the
ways in which context is understood in the theory and research about writing
and writing pedagogy, and for the place of the subject who writes within that
context. Contextual performativity makes visible the ways in which particular
linguistic and epistemic frames restrict us to a pedagogical consideration of
the writing subject rather than the more elaborated subject who writes.
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Moreover, contextual performativity troubles with the use of text exemplars in
writing pedagogy. If I can demonstrate that text exemplars cannot be
understood simply as illocutionary speech acts which do not go on meaning in
unstable ways beyond the moment of their initial production, but that their
meaning and status is contested and contestable, then textual analysis
operationalised as a secure and non-ambivalent strategy in writing pedagogy
is also brought into question.
What is particularly interesting about the texts that inform this chapter is that
they potentially provide different readings of the text and its writer as subject.
Consequently, they provoke questions of multiple interpellations of the subject
and of the possibilities for agency that might exist within this unstable
ontological domain. These multiple readings serve to highlight the occlusions
that result from a single reading of a text and the limitations that a single
reading places on pedagogy. What are the implications for writing pedagogy,
if as Kirby queries, ‘language is not a precise instrument which sentences a
docile subject to ‘take on’ its lesson?’ (2006, p. 93).

Ambivalent contexts
For critique to operate as part of a praxis for Adorno, is
for it to apprehend the ways in which categories are
themselves instituted, how the field of knowledge is
ordered, and how what I suppress returns, as it were, as
its own constitutive occlusion. Judgements operate for
both thinkers [Adorno and Williams] as ways to
subsume a particular under an already constituted
category, whereas critique asks after the occlusive
constitution of the field of categories themselves.
(Butler, 2004f, p. 305)
In this section, I draw a connection between the dynamic relationship that
operates between context and an instance of language use and the potential
for ‘context’ to operate occlusively. Based on Ruquaiya Hasan’s work, I put
forward the argument that, as a partial notion within SFL (in the sense of its
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incomplete theorisation) context is also partial in the sense that what is
understood as relevant context is connected with the particular epistemic
framing of the analyst. Consequently, this epistemic frame constitutes not
only relevant context but the defining limits of what and who is recognisable,
by whom, in and through a text. This section also acts as a prelude for the
sections titled Exciting texts and subjects and Taken out of context, where the
various ways in which Kate’s text is analysed and interpreted are understood
through the lense of Butler’s performativity.
Cate Poynton and Alison Lee identify their interest ‘in thinking about how texts
arise and how they are used to mean’ (2000, p. 5) as involving something
more than context as it has been understood in linguistics, as already being
‘out there’, separate from the language used to describe it, rather than
occupying a mutually constitutive place with language. As they point out,
while M.A.K. Halliday’s work (for example, Halliday, 2003; Halliday & Hasan,
1985) has always recognised the two way relationship between language and
context, this has not, however, always been emphasised in applications and
extensions of SFL. In principle, at least, Poynton and Lee suggest that SFL is
not at odds ‘with poststructuralist positions on knowledges and/persons
constituted through language’ (2000, p. 4).
Working from within the theory itself, Ruquaiya Hasan (2009) describes
context as an essential yet problematic aspect of SFL. A sufficiently theorised
understanding of context is important for SFL both as a theory for the study of
language in social contexts, and as a theory ‘whose aim is to offer a
scientific description of the nature and function of language’ (Hasan, 2009, p.
166, my emphasis). As Hasan says:
the cogenetic relationship between language and
society is in fact the foundation of a viable discipline of
sociolinguistics, which needs not only naturally occurring
data; it needs also the appropriate theoretical apparatus
for perceptive interpretations (Hasan, in press). The
applicability of linguistics depends on this open-ended
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view of language and society, system and instance,
semiosis as social practice. (Hasan, 2009, pp. 174-175)
Hasan (2009) reinforces and expands on both her own and Halliday’s earlier
(Halliday, 2003; Halliday & Hasan, 1985) descriptions of this mutual
relationship between language and context. Context, she says, may be
understood from the perspective of an instance, context of situation, that is,
what is going on within any particular text on some specific occasion. Or, it
may be understood from the system perspective, context of culture, that is,
the context of a particular language use. Both perspectives, she emphasises,
need to work together (p. 175). System and instance are not distinct entities
but the same phenomenon ‘viewed from different time depths’ (Hasan, 2009,
p. 169).
Two aspects of Hasan’s description of the relationship that exists between
system and instance are particularly salient. Firstly, system is not a mere
inventory of instances and secondly, both system and instance have the
potential to impact on each other. As Hasan explains:
Instantiation is the relationship between a potential and
its instance, so … context of culture is the potential, i.e.
the system, while context of situation is an instance of
that potential … Instance is what is immediate and
experienced; system is the ultimate point of theorization
of what is experienced and imaginable by extrapolation.
System thus takes shape through the distillation of the
relations among the significant properties of instances:
the system of culture is not simply an inventory of all its
situations: it is an organisation of the possible features
of

all

possible

permutations,

situations

where

in

‘possible’

all

their

possible

means

socially

recognizable – something that the acculturated can
interpret, act on and in, and evaluate; in addition, both
system and instance are sensitive to perturbations in
each other’s properties. What this means is that
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anything new entering the system of culture will enter
only through variation in the properties associated with
some context of situation, i.e., cultures change through
human social practices. (Hasan, 2009, pp. 169-170)
This dynamic understanding of context in terms of the interplay between
system and all possible instances has much in common with the dynamic
movement of Butler’s performative subject called into being within and
through a discursive system. This was discussed in some detail in Chapter 4,
in terms of a potential connection between Halliday’s work on semogenesis –
the ways in which instances of language use have the potential to disturb the
language system and Butler’s performativity – the ways in which the subject
has potential agency at particular moments of rupture within a discursive
system.
Paradoxically, this dynamic is also problematic for SFL as a ‘scientific theory’.
As Hasan points out, attempts to identify the elements that have purchase in
a determination of context beyond those of field, tenor and mode, have been
clouded with uncertainty. What, she asks, constitutes relevant context,
relevant for whom and for what? Who are the relevant participants in the
context and, what if there is more than one context in operation as in the case
of storytelling? (see Hasan, 2009, pp 176-180 for an extended discussion of
the issue of relevant context in SFL). Beneath the tripartite description of
context (field, tenor and mode), there is no underlying regularity or reasoned
framework with which to determine contextualisation. She explains:
So faced with a text already there, the SFL linguists
have largely been doing what any ordinary speaker of
language would do, i.e., construing from the language of
the text what the text is all about – who was doing what
to/with whom and why, when and where. And
conversely, when it came to predicting an example of
the relevant context for an imaginary language use – a
text not yet there – one did the same, supposedly, in
reverse … I am not implying that such descriptions [of
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context] are ipso facto incorrect; or that partial
descriptions

are

unacceptable:

simply

that

such

descriptions are not based in any consciously and
carefully prepared framework for what, for want of an
established

term,

one

might

call

CONTEXTUALISATION. (Hasan, 2009, pp. 180, original
emphasis)
There is a possible resonance here with Lee and Poytnon’s criticism that SFL
linguists see context as something that is already out there. Beyond the
parameters of field, tenor and mode, context within SFL is largely determined
on a common sense basis rather than through a scientifically replicable and
reliable set of criteria. As Hasan notes: ‘There is much in this situation to
cause discomfort’ (2009, p. 180).
The dynamic nature of Butler’s performativity, however, embraces
uncertainty, noting that in the changeable valencies attached to context:
the work is in many ways a function of its reception.
Depending on how it’s worked, how it’s delivered, for
whom and in what context, it can turn out to be
compliant or non compliant, or both at once; it can
change, it can maintain both of those valences, it can
take one valence over time and another in another time.
(Butler, 2008, p.88)
Thus, context is critically important in theorising the relationship between an
instance and the wider system – whether understood in terms of the system
of language or in terms of language that calls into being a particular social
subject. And while the overarching concept of the relationship of instantiation
holds as a point of similarity between SFL and the ways in which Butler
understands subject formation, it is also a potential breaking point.
If it is the case that an SFL analyst, in the absence of any fully theorised
contextual framework, may construe ‘from the language of the text what the
text is all about – who was doing what to/with whom and why, when and
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where’ (Hasan, 2009, p. 180), then an analyst may well employ an instance of
language use in a particular text as a proxy for the wider context.
Equally, since context is construed by the analyst, what is seen as relevant
context is to some degree open to the interpretation of the analyst. If the
analyst is an outsider, a non-acculturated member of the wider context of
culture, the analyst’s interpretation of the instance of language use in a
particular situation must, at the very least, be partial. Hasan points to a
consequence of this when she says that from the point of view of relevant
context it is difficult to know whether what one is seeing is a register change,
that is, the instance impacting on the system, or whether it is ‘simply a
con/textual serialisation’ (2009, p. 187).
The ambivalency attached to context in SFL allows for potentially different
commonsense understandings of relevant context and potentially different
cultural norms of text reception. From a Butlerian perspective (2004a) textual
analysis is a site for a retrospective performance of both the text and its
writing subject. Implicated in this performance are the indeterminate effects of
language and the opportunities that this indeterminacy affords for
ontogenesis, that is, for changing the subject.

Exciting texts and subjects
[k]nowledges are distributed through assemblages of
texts situated in appropriate settings, where ‘text’ may
involve various forms of semiosis, not just language,
and where ‘setting’ both is and is not ‘context’ and
certainly involves ‘institution’. A Foucauldian conception
of the interrelations between institution, discourse and
subject is what we have in mind, such that individuals
come to speak as particular kinds of subjects - to speak
themselves into being - through speaking the discourses
that enable the particular institution. (Poynton & Lee,
2000, p. 5)
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Poynton and Lee’s focus on the interrelationships between institution,
knowledges, discourse and the subject captures some of what I want to do in
relation to the data of this chapter. Additionally, I want to explore the capacity
of language to do and undo subjects asynchronously and the possibilities for
agency at the point of this undoing. Since naming and becoming a subject is,
I argue, an ontologically incomplete and unstable process, I use the word
moments to capture some sense of the indeterminate, unstable and transitory
effects of the writing and reception of Kate’s thesis, and that of the other new
humanities writers, in the following sections.
Moment 1

‘Pretty talented, up your face’… inaugurating an ‘exemplary’

subject
In deference to Kate who has produced a piece of writing which has provoked
such ongoing engagement, I begin with an extract from her abstract which
provides some background for her research project. The title of Kate’s thesis
is An Autobiography of the Bluff Rock Massacre. Bluff Rock is the name given
to the site of a massacre of Aboriginal people in western NSW in the mid
1800s. Describing her work, Kate says:
Text excerpt 2
I wanted to be transformed by something more than the
same/different dichotomy. Therefore, this thesis is a
multi-faceted engagement with the many events and
people that came to be known as the ‘The Bluff Rock
Massacre’. Employing a number of textual techniques it
seeks to articulate the ways in which ‘historical’ events
and particular places come to be lived out in subjects
who are both past and present and in a constant state of
becoming. (Thesis excerpt, p.6)
Kate’s thesis fits within the field of the ‘new humanities’ (Hodge, 1995). And
here, I am struggling uneasily with my collocation of the word ‘field’ with the
term ‘new humanities’, having read Bob Hodge’s description that the ‘central
characteristic’ of new humanities work is its refusal of the system of
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disciplinarity. New humanities work ‘deconstructs its [the system of
disciplinarity] taken-for-grantedness, the unquestioned sense that the
boundaries around the existing disciplines are inherent features of knowledge’
(Hodge, 1995 p.35).
Kate’s thesis was acclaimed within its community as having the sorts of
qualities that Hodge describes as congregating around new humanities work.
These qualities include: being a piece of writing (as opposed to a piece of
research), research as writing, transdisciplinary, theory driven (as opposed to
research-oriented), performative, self-reflexive, opaque, difficult, critical, and
creative (see Hodge, 1995, p. 35 and 39). As it unfolds in further excerpts in
this chapter, Kate’s writing articulates and embodies these epistemological
and ontological concerns. And, in constructing her thesis, Kate self-reflexively
constructs herself as a subject or multiple subjects from those subject
positions that are available within the culture (Butler, 2004b).
Recognition of Kate’s text and the multiple subjectivities that are constituted
within and through the text requires an audience that recognises the cultural
norms that constitute the performance of the text and its writer. In Kate’s
case, this recognition was bestowed by her thesis examiners, one of whom
wrote:
I gulped a little when I received this creative thesis. I
loved the abstract. Thought it was brilliant, was even
jealous of a young scholar who could integrate a whole
paradigm of thinking into her writing. When I saw how
seriously she had set herself the task to unravel not just
the story, but the telling of her story, and how personal
was her present which she set up in relation to the past,
I became a little frightened. I still loved her endeavour,
but what were my responsibilities to the institution?
There are no measuring sticks for this kind of work. This
was as ‘up your face’ as you can get.
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Pretty talented ‘up your face’ though. Had to admire her
complete and integrated control of the reflective
literature. She lived it didn’t just display. Just how I think
‘theoretical’ elements should go. Not isolated into some
separate section, but weaving through the narrative as
reflection (Dening, nd, np).
Kate, prior to the time of Dening’s naming, ‘wish[es]’ for, ‘hope[s]’ for this
recognition and enacts this exemplary subject within her thesis in an
embodied and reflexively nuanced account (‘delightedly and disgustedly
aware’) of her writing and the objects of her enquiry. She writes:
Text excerpt 3
I wish to examine the book Memoirs of Edward and
Leonard Irby 1841 to track some of the hows and whys
the Irbys (and Edward in particular) become available as
massacring subjects. This is a clumsy sentence and
points to a certain fantasy of ethnographic history which
is useful only in the endeavour not in any claims to
single truths. That is: I am setting out to ‘discover/invent’
the cosmology of the Irbys’ world at Bolivia, the ‘sense’
of

their

lives

disgustedly)

while

aware

squirmingly
of

my

(delightedly

own

and

inventiveness.

Simultaneously I hope to signal which parts of their
experience and record of it allowed them to become the
‘perpetrators’ of the ‘Bluff Rock Massacre’. I am inspired
by Dening’s goals of ethnographic history: ‘to re-present
what actually happened in its specificity, to re-present
the systems of meaning in their manifold and processual
character (and) to authenticate these re-presentations of
the other by displaying their relationship to the author of
them’ (Dening, 1988: 109-10). A partial success like
Clifford’s ‘partial truths’ (Clifford, 1986:2-26) is what I
hope to have achieved.
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I am assuming at this point that you agree with me that
Irby’s shooting of trapped Aboriginal people is a
massacre but that it does not ‘fit’ with Keating’s account
to become the single event: ‘The Bluff Rock Massacre’.
(Thesis excerpt, p.72)
In her retrospective account of her writing during our interviews, Kate
becomes again the exemplary writing subject of the new humanities.
Asynchronously, turning to Dening’s address, she is recognisably Dening’s
scholar who ‘can integrate a whole paradigm into her writing … [and] has
complete and integrated control over the reflective literature’. She becomes
again the performative scholar who ‘lived it [the reflective literature] didn’t just
display it’. She ‘unravel[s] not just the story, but the telling of her story [and
demonstrates] … how personal was her present which she set up in relation
to the past’.
In the following interview excerpt, for example, Kate responds to my
questions which had been provoked by my recognition that her writing
challenges the textual organisation and tenor of many traditional theses.
Interview excerpt 1
17. I:

You started by laying down some quotes, and

[K: yeah] one of them looking like it’s sort of from some
historical [K: yeah] type text and this [K: yeah] is more
of a cultural studies type. [K: yeah] Would that be right?
[K: yeah]
And then you come into a really sort of um – you know a
really specific thing, and you actually this – and – and –
and you are very much there, in the way you talk about
it. It’s lovely [K: yeah] it’s like something I’d read in a
novel. ‘It’s a small and sturdy book and I’m allowed to
photocopy it’ (quoting from the thesis excerpt) and all
this, you know ‘the objet d’art’ all that sort of stuff is
another thing again [K: yeah] and then um, it’s – it’s –
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yeah like I’ve written here ‘it’s personal, it’s poetic’ and
then you talk about how you are going to work on the
rest, on the text and so you’re sort of switching between
these things. I found it really interesting. Ahem, yeah I –
I don’t know if you wanted to talk a bit about that?
18. K :

Yeah, well certainly one of the things I’d – I’d

hoped I was doing here, ahem was again I – I mean I’d
call it again I suppose a sort of a classic, the feminist
intervention that, you know began well before the
seventies no doubt. You know given the sort of Virginia
Wolfe you know or something, where you make it
explicit. What it is you’re actually [I: yeah] you know
handling and doing. [I: yeah] So you know how the
depth, you know how, well the power of the (noise) is [I:
yeah] you know where people just don’t say you know
what it looks like or what you’re doing, or you’ve got
access to this amount of money to do [I: yeah] this or
that or something. So that’s part of where the detail –
the story of that [I: yeah] comes from. But then there’s
also ahem, I merely want to engage with the – the
materiality. That I’m actually touching this thing, and you
know I am writing and I’m touching someone else’s
book.
So there’s already I just want to keep in peoples’ mind
that you know, again this is not neutral work [I: mm] you
know. I’m – there’s all sorts of motives and probably
projection and transference or something going on here.
[I: yeah] Ahem, and then that kind of work of setting up
ahem. You know trying to set up how I’m going to look
at these things in different ways. It’s again just trying to
constantly rehearse in people’s minds that my own
ahem – you know I – see I use the word ‘multiple
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subjectivities’ although I’d be much more happy with
something like, you know like – because I don’t want –
because I don’t want you to think there’s this side of me
and this side of me and this side of me that something –
you know [I: yeah] that’s different to that in a sense that
neither of those are reified positions, but– so I’m doing
that by try – by trying to write differently in different ways
at different times, and also ideally, I hope that I’m writing
in different ways at different times and, you know
partially as a result of the different places that I’m in at
that time. [I: mm]
So here I’m on really shaky ground but it’s – it’s this – I
want to make a kind of organic or animist claim. You
know in the context of the Mitchell Library, it has a part
of making me write like this, and when I’m dealing with
Irby directly he writes [I: yeah] he helps me write like
that. (Interview 1 with Kate, 17.12.03)
Similarly, in her response to my question about her use of theory and
theorists (Interview excerpt 2, below), Kate’s words also recall Bob Hodge’s
description of new humanities work. She is Hodge’s (1995, p. 39) exemplary
producer of a piece of writing as opposed to a piece of research and research
as writing; and, as she weaves the theoretical elements through the narrative
– ‘just how the ‘theoretical’ elements should go’ – she is again Dening’s
exemplary subject. Kate says:
Interview excerpt 2
58. K:

...Ahem but again like, probably At Henry

Parkes Motel where you know Meghan Morris actually
mentions the Bluff Rock leaflet, um, that again, I just
went back and back to that as um, as an essay. So that
was another thing that happened you started refining
down which things you return to. Greg Dening I also
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have to mention, he was fantastic. I read lots, and lots of
him um, but again there wasn’t – and although at the
beginning you know I tried to say well this is what I’m
looking at, you know these ideas of the present and
these ideas of the whatever, it was obviously was not
going to be a piece where you know, Bhabha has got us
to this point about the intersection of subjectivity in
Nation and I’m taking you that next step [I: ok, yeah]. It
was never going to be that kind of piece. I wanted to
make it you know, I wanted to make the writing itself the,
a performance of those theories. So they’ve given me all
of that, now I’m going to put them into place kind of
thing, put them into you know create something out of
them. [I: ok, mm]...
60. K:

...I hate that way in which that I – I don’t

believe in the kind of theory practice division, and I want
this to be what happens when you get to create
something that’s both of those things at once.
61. I:

That’s both practice and both theory at the

same time?
62. K:

Yeah,

this

object

of

writing

could

be

understood as a – as a product, as a practice but it
could also be understood as a theory. [I: yeah yeah].
(Interview 2 with Kate, 4.1.04)
Read together, Hodge’s and Dening’s words, the interview and thesis
excerpts perform the exemplary subject of the new humanities. These texts
themselves become assemblages that construct over time an always-already
subject. Kate turns to respond to the address: ‘Be open to the monstrous …
the unspeakable, the forbidden Other of a given discipline ...’ (Hodge, 1995,
p. 37), asynchronously becoming, through her writing and speaking about this
writing, the intelligible always-already made new humanities subject.
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Taken out of context
In his recognition of Kate’s text and its writing subject, Dening also recognises
the subject’s potential to be ‘undone’ within the broader culture of the
academy. The following section begins with Dening’s description of the risk
attached to Kate’s thesis and his advice to other students of the new
humanities (moment 2). His advice, taken more generally, is an
acknowledgement that any text may be taken out of context, that is,
retrospectively received and reconstituted for a different purpose, within a
differently nuanced epistemological frame and for a different audience. This
same risk attaches to a linguistic analysis of a text.
Moment 2

‘Know your difference: display your distinctiveness’…
What worried me was that she wasn’t protecting her
flanks. I tell students: take your freedoms, but
somewhere for the sake of your future, write little
reflections – in a preface, in an appendix, somewhere –
where you face up to the disadvantages as well as the
advantages of what you are doing. Show that you know
what your difference is. Play your distinctiveness against
the approaches of others – not negatively, not even
critically – just to show the examiners that you weren’t
acting out of ignorance or laziness to do it your way. Not
for her. It was straight up your face. (Dening, nd, np)

Hodge’s, Dening’s, Kate’s and my own analyses in the previous section did
not involve any explicit linguistic tools. They were analyses that were
informed by an insider perspective, or as in my case, informed by a
sympathetic reading of new humanities politics and theory. The textual
analyses that are the focus of this section, however, are linguistically informed
and linguistically focused. These analyses are representative of a recent
interest within linguistics in understanding the distinctive and different ways in
which new humanities writers construct their texts both at the macro and
clause level. A key motivation for this work is pedagogical, that is, using
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textual analysis of new humanities texts to explain to student writers the sorts
of language, rhetorical, orthographical and structuring resources that
exemplary writers use.
Moments 3 and 4 investigate in further detail some of the translations that
occur and the meanings that might be contested (Butler, 2004b) when this
retrospective reception takes place for a different purpose and from within a
different epistemological frame. In these moments, I work with two different
textual analyses. The first is Sue Starfield and Louise Ravelli’s (2006) corpus
analysis of the macro structural features and functions of thesis titles, chapter
headings and a range of other language, punctuation and orthographical
features that distinguish new humanities texts from the others in their study.
The second is Joan Turner’s (2003) case study of a PhD writer, in what she
calls the ‘contemporary humanities’, in which she investigates the ways in
which language use and rhetorical strategies are affected by epistemic
norms.
Turner’s case study is perhaps the most engaged with what she terms the
‘epistemic norms’ and the ‘paradigmatic values’ of contemporary theorising
and with the ways in which textual choices made by the writer attempt to
enact these norms. Informed by discussions with the thesis writer and her
own readings of a number of contemporary humanities theorists, Turner
draws connections between the language and rhetorical strategies used by
her thesis writer and the possible semiosis enabled by these strategies.
In Starfield and Ravelli’s work, context is primarily other linguistic data from
‘the corpus’, with some reference to Hodge’s description of the new
humanities in Monstrous Knowledge (1995), Richardson’s characterisations
of the postmodern writer (2000) and, Breur and Roth’s description of the
qualitative researcher who ‘bears social, historical, socialised and
biographical characteristics and who interacts and intervenes in his or her
research objects’ (2003, paragraph 13, authors' emphasis, cited in Starfield
and Ravelli, 2006, p. 230).
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Consequently, both works operationalise their analyses from within a context
of situation. As a theoretical category within SFL, context includes context of
situation which takes in the environment of a text in terms of field (what is
going on), tenor (who is taking part and their social positioning), and mode
(how the text is involved, for example, spoken, written or other) (Halliday &
Webster, 2009). Poynton and Lee describe context of situation as ‘what the
observer needs to know about the immediate situation in order to understand
a particular instance of language’ (2000, p. 4). Context also includes Context
of Culture –‘the environment of the linguistic system ... [and] from the
“system” end, we can recognise sub-cultural constructs: the institutions and
domains of action of the culture (Halliday & Webster, 2009, p. 240). Placed
side by side, ‘Context of culture is the potential, i.e. the system, while context
of situation is an instance of that potential’ (Hasan, 2009, p. 169, my
emphasis).
Turner’s analysis comes closest to also including context of culture: ‘what an
observer needs to know about the broader culture in order to understand the
meaning of what is being said or written’ (Poynton & Lee, 2000, p. 4).
Moment 3

‘Marking’9 the reflexive subject

Sue Starfield and Louise Ravelli’s work (2006) surveys the title pages, tables
of contents, and introductory chapters of twenty PhD theses in the humanities
and social sciences to ‘examine the visual and verbal representations of the
writerly self’ (p. 222). They suggest that in new humanities theses the table of

9

Halliday and Webster (2009) refer to ‘marked’ as opposed to ‘unmarked’ or default

couplings as one of a number of strategies that:
have evolved as language’s way of managing the complexity of the
human condition, with what is called “unconscious design”. The
categories themselves are “ineffable” (they cannot be exhaustively
identified or defined in language). Each language (or language area)
has its characteristic ways of meaning, or “semantic style, deriving
from the particular assemblage in which these resources are
deployed”. (p. 244)

221

contents performs not only a textual function of organising the message of the
thesis, but also simultaneously functions interpersonally and ideationally,
constructing through the writer’s choice of headings and titles ‘an identity for
the writer, and a location for the writer and his/her thesis within a research
culture’ (p. 226).
Working to identify distinguishing features of new humanities theses from the
other theses in their corpus, Starfield and Ravelli nominate the use of ‘playful
titles’, often metaphorical and self reflexive, used to evoke a range of
associations; and the often used gerund in titles of the thesis and/or its
chapter headings, as in ‘Grieving home’. This, they suggest, implies ‘a subject
of the action’ compared to the more impersonal nominalized example of
‘Work, Modernisation and Sociological Imagination’ (p. 228) commonly found
in more traditional theses.
Other seemingly unremarkable devices such as layout and typography are
noted as ‘marked’, that is, as devices that are unusual when compared with
those found in more traditional theses. These devices include the use of the
‘contemporary fonts (such as Chicago)’ (p. 228) as opposed to more
traditional fonts such as Times. Other features they identify include
‘hyphenation of lexical items which are not normally hyphenated’ (p. 228) and
‘unconventional orthography and punctuation … the lack of numerical
marking of chapters, sections and subsections’ (p. 229).
Starfield and Ravelli suggest that these devices are consciously used by new
humanities writers to underscore the constructed nature of the content and
are also a conscious recognition by the writer that even relatively mundane
devices such as these are not neutral but work to construct an identity for the
writer. These devices function at both the textual and interpersonal levels:
[t]extual because such a change in font size or use of
bolding makes the specific content more salient (Kress
and van Leeuwen, 1996), and interpersonal because it
amplifies the writer’s interactional stance (Martin and
Rose, 2003). (Starfield & Ravelli, 2006, p. 229)
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In addition to this suite of features, Starfield and Ravelli pursue a further
feature of ‘identity negotiation’ which they argue has not previously been
considered: the personal pronoun, I, used to ‘create a powerful textual self
that draws its authority through its explicit attention to autobiography and the
use of I to locate the writer as a subject within the research process. We have
called this the reflexive I’ (p. 231). They also engage in some initial mapping
of this use of I as opposed to the other previously identified10 uses of I (I as
guide or architect to structure the discourse, the methodological I, I as opinion
holder, I as originator or claim maker) onto process types and surrounding cotext. Not surprisingly, given Hodge and Dening’s earlier descriptions of the
work of the new humanities project, Starfield and Ravelli identify the reflexive
I as a key feature of their corpus texts.
Rather than the simplistic advice which is usually given to thesis writers,
Starfield and Ravelli suggest that an analysis such as theirs could assist
student writers to become aware of the range of options available to them
both in terms of thesis structure and in terms of the ‘multiple, situated,
contextualised meanings’ (p. 236) of I. Starfield and Ravelli’s thesis writer is a
self reflexive writing subject with skilled control over a number of linguistic
resources used as conscious textual strategies to emphasise the constructed
nature of the field and their own place in the research process.
Moment 4

‘Marking’ the ambivalent subject

Joan Turner’s work (2003) focusing on one student’s PhD thesis, in what she
calls the contemporary humanities, identifies a number of clause level and
lexical features that she maps to the field’s epistemological terrain. For
example, Turner identifies what she terms ‘doubleness’, that is, a concern
with giving voice to the experience of the ‘other’ or ‘subaltern’, ‘rememoration’
or giving voice to remembered feelings, and an emphasis on the ‘embodied’
subject as opposed to the ‘objectivist subject derived from the Cartesian
rational ‘cogito’’ (p. 39). These and other epistemic norms of the

10

These other uses of I are identified in a framework that Starfield and Ravelli have

developed (see p.231) drawing on the work of previous researchers.
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contemporary humanities, she argues, challenge conventional expression in
the PhD.
Turner provides a number of examples of the ways in which these
epistemological concerns are expressed in the written text. She suggests, for
example, that ‘the notion of ‘enfolding’, as a contrasting rhetorical strategy to
the ‘unfolding’ of expository prose, is illustrative of how language is used in
postcolonial and psychoanalytic discourses’ (2003, p. 41). These discourses
are frequently concerned with exploring processes within processes, ‘with
effects rather than causes and with the dismissal of monocausal
assumptions, [that] also make for complex enfoldings, such as multiple
embedded clauses and pre modifications’ (Turner, 2003, pp. 41-42).
Multiple embedded clauses are a characteristic of Turner’s case study thesis.
Turner relates this linguistic feature to the thesis writer’s concern with
psychoanalytic theorising, and her desire to represent processes working in
two directions at the same time as in the epistemic concept of ‘rememoration’.
Turner’s thesis writer consciously employs embedded clauses to resist the
‘conventional rhetorical preference for short and (rhetorically speaking)
powerful topic sentences, providing an overview of what’s to follow…’ (2003,
p. 44).
Some of the micro level rhetorical strategies that Turner identifies have much
in common with Starfield and Ravelli’s analyses. These include, for example,
the use of opposites separated by a slash, as in ‘within/beyond’ which Turner
suggests may signal epistemic undecidability or the conceptual ambivalence
conveyed by one word with multiple meanings.
In summary, Turner’s contemporary humanities writing subject, produced
from a textual analysis of a single thesis and through dialogue with the writer
of the thesis, is epistemologically ambivalent, embodied, and concerned with
multiple effects rather than identifiable causes. Written within and through the
language strategies that Turner identifies, this writing subject is also
recognisably Starfield and Ravelli’s writing subject and Bob Hodge’s new
humanities subject.
224

It now seems that new humanities writers risk the limits of conventional
academic writing through a set of rather similar textual strategies – the
reflexive I, the slash and so on. But how is it that Bob Hodge’s radical,
monstrous, creative, self-reflexive new humanities writing subject is so
identifiably unconventional or conventionally unconventional? Perhaps the
new humanities is indeed an identifiable field with characteristic textual
features despite its refusal of the system of disciplinarity. Perhaps this is a
demonstration of Butler’s point about the ways in which ‘the norm and its
breach work together, and also how those who breach the norm require the
norm as well in order to establish their radicalism’ (2008, p. 89).
Perhaps this is also about the limits of textual analysis operating through a
relatively under-theorised understanding of context. This possibility recalls
Hasan’s point that the absence of a theorisation of contextualisation within
SFL has meant that context is determined largely on a common sense basis.
Consequently, Poynton and Lee’s (2000, p. 7) argument that SFL analysts
have largely understood context as something that is ‘already out there’ is
particularly salient. Textual analysis is thus undertaken, as they explain, from
‘more or less structuralist and synoptic perspectives [rather than also as
processes that are dynamically] situated in relations between subjects within
institutions’ and ‘assert[ing] the materiality of the text and its imbrication with
bodies’ (2000, p. 7).
From this perspective, textual analysis performs a policing function in the
academy, assimilating what is new and experimental within the boundaries of
a theory ‘whose aim is to offer a scientific description of the nature and
function of language’ (Hasan, 2009, p. 166, my emphasis). Although Hasan
emphasised that ‘the system of culture is not simply an inventory of all its
situations’ (2009, pp. 169-170), the epistemological and ontological concerns
of the new humanities have been reduced to language categories and
functions during these textual analyses. This is not a fault of the analyst; it is a
limitation of textual analysis.
These deliberations point to a real concern for pedagogy. The textual
analyses that have been performed make the project of the new humanities
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impossible. What, for example, might a writing pedagogy for doctoral students
in the new humanities look like if it were based solely on textual analysis?
Would this involve the explicit teaching of the different rhetorical uses of
‘I’mapped onto particular processes and collocated with particular types of cotext? Could such a pedagogy sit alongside the espoused new humanities
project which values risk taking, creativity and reflexivity; its ‘experimental
avant-gardism with its breaks with the modernist values of realism,
transparency of text, linear logic [and] purity of genres…’ (Hodge, 1995, p.
38)?
Textual analysis has rendered both the texts and the writing subjects of the
new humanities less exciting and more bounded by ‘disciplinary’ convention.
While the analyses have provided a relatively coherent set of recognisable
features of new humanities writing, the writing subject and the ontological and
epistemological concerns of the new humanities project, described earlier by
Hodge in terms of experimentation, by Dening in terms of creativity, and by
Kate in terms of multiple subjectivity, have in translation become somewhat of
a parody of themselves. This is Butler’s contextual performativity at work.

Experiments in reconstruction
It seems to me that there’s a fabulous contradiction at
the heart of academic work – on the one hand the best
thing that could possibly be said about anybody’s work
is that it’s innovative, that it sets a new standard, it’s
unprecedented, it’s original and hasn’t been done
before. On the other hand … it seems to require that
you write in ways that conform to already established
norms and meet certain standards of peer review … the
problem of course is that the very same work that’s
lauded in some circles as innovative, unprecedented
and groundbreaking, can be dismissed as impossible,
unacceptable, in appropriate, excessive, and non
compliant in others … this question of working with and
against the policing function of academic norms –
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doubting oneself, tempting the limits, risking the limits –
is posed in the context of experimentation. We might
even see experimentation as a way of operating both
with and against, through and beyond the norms.
(Butler, 2008, p. 88)
The collection of texts that make up the following section beautifully illustrate
the point that Butler makes about the indeterminate effects of language.
Kate’s thesis and her commentaries, Sue Hood’s linguistic analyses of Kate’s
thesis and Karl Maton’s theorisation of the epistemological standing of the
new humanities provide an assemblage of texts through which to explore the
ways in which language works to both affirm and disavow texts and their
writing subjects.
Sue Hood’s work (2007) is a comparison of textual strategies used to
represent and argue for new knowledge in what she calls a cultural studies
(CS) thesis, Kate’s, and her own applied linguistics (AL) thesis. Hood
positions her work within broader academic literacy and English for academic
purposes (EAP) projects within applied linguistics and sociolinguistic research
that aim to identify disciplinary differences within a given genre and/or
between genres, or to identify disciplinary preferences for particular
grammatical constructions and/ or lexis. The goal of this work, as Hood
describes, has been to understand the ways in which different disciplines use
language differently (or similarly) as a means for facilitating potential crossdisciplinary collaborations, for providing support for students who study
across discipline boundaries, and for supporting novice and/or second
language academic writers (p. 185). Hood’s specific goal in this article is:
to contribute to an appreciation of common ground and
difference, and thus to explore the potential for crossdisciplinary dialogue between two disciplines, those of
applied linguistics (AL) and cultural studies (CS). (2007,
pp. 185-186)
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Hood employs both a macro structural or genre analysis and an Appraisal
analysis of selected excerpts from the introductory chapter of Kate’s thesis
and her own, in order to argue that Kate’s text represents a particular
orientation to knowledge: that of a knower oriented as opposed to a
knowledge oriented text. This classification is based on Karl Maton’s work
(2000) on what he calls the legitimation codes of the parent discipline,
following Bernstein’s work on classification and framing (1990) and Pierre
Bourdieu’s ‘field’ work. This is explained further in the next section.
Hood’s analyses and interpretations of Kate’s thesis are, I suggest,
predominately framed within a context of culture which is based on Maton’s
critique of contemporary social theorising, her own applied linguistic field that
encompasses SFL understandings of genre theory, SFL more generally, and
Appraisal as an offshoot of SFL. Each operates as a parallel text that frames
Hood’s analysis and interpretation. If one also includes the project of the new
humanities as relevant context, as one must, then, context of culture consists
of at least five materially present, heterogenous contexts, these being: SFL,
Appraisal, genre theory, Maton’s critique, and cultural studies as an
epistemologically and ontologically radical project within the academy.
At play in Hood’s analyses and interpretations is a complex array of
interjecting theories, epistemological, methodological and ontological stances.
These form the context of culture or rather a context of cultures operating in
parallel and simultaneously in much the same way (but amplified because of
the number involved) as Hasan’s description of the dual contexts that operate
in ‘story telling’ (Hasan, 2009, p. 176).
In the following section, Moment 5 Dispossessed subjects in procession, I first
consider the ways in which Maton’s argument constructs the knowledge field
of cultural studies and the field’s proponents and student body. In Moment 6
Construing knowers and knowledges, I turn to Hood’s analyses and
interpretation of the ways in which this knowledge field and its knowers are
realised in the structure and language of Kate’s thesis. Hood explains the
technologies, her focus, and interpretative framework as follows:
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The linguistic analyses of the texts draw on systemic
functional linguistics theory, in particular theories of
genre, and the discourse semantic system of Appraisal
…The analyses focus on how each writer argues for
their research endeavour. Interpretations of how each
represents a different orientation to knowledge are then
made with reference to the sociology of knowledge
(Bernstein), and in particular to the structuring of
knowledge within higher education (Maton 2000a, 200b;
Moore and Maton, 2001). (2007, p. 186)
In my discussion, I focus only on Hood’s macrostructural/genre analyses and
on the clause level features that she identifies in her analysis of Kate’s text.
My exclusion of Hood’s work using the Appraisal framework therefore needs
some explanation. Firstly, the Appraisal framework is a system network that
focuses on the interpersonal aspects of language and is constituted through a
highly tuned set of binaries. Once the analyst has decided on the entry level
into the system (that is the chosen focus of the analysis), be that ATTITUDE or
ENGAGEMENT

or GRADUATION, the analyst must choose between the

subcategories that make up the entry level category and move along a
system of further differentiated either/or choices of analysis (for a full
description of the framework and its categories, see, Hood & Martin, 2007).
The Appraisal framework is therefore a highly specified system which
requires some explanation in order to understand what motivates an analyst’s
particular categorisation.
Secondly, Appraisal is not without its critics. Cate Poynton and Alison Lee, for
example, question Appraisal’s deployment of an analytic framework that
arranges meanings in a network system far removed from its original context
of mapping clause level grammar. They ask: ‘What are the effects of
arranging meanings outside this realm in what we argue are overly-specified
relations to each other?’ (2009, p. 21). They also question the epistemological
bases for the choice of key terms used in Appraisal. Most salient for the issue
of ‘context’ which I have been addressing through this chapter, Poytnon and
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Lee point to Appraisal’s appropriation of terms from one epistemic and
functional context to another, and to the consequences of this
recontextualisation. They argue:
Appraisal has carried out a further appropriation of
affect, excising it from its earlier place as a contextual
category and relocating it within a level of language, as
discourse. The move itself has been made more
predictable by the strong focus on written language in
the data utilised in the development of appraisal … Such
a

focus

inevitably

backgrounded

the

embodied

dimension of language itself, most strongly evident in
the rhythms, intonations and other physical patterns of
spoken language. It also guaranteed that the exploration
of attitude would primarily focus on issues of lexis and
grammar. As a consequence, affect as part of appraisal
has come to be a more linguistic phenomenon. It has
become progressively ‘langue’-ised. The effect of
scanning linguistic phenomena to try and understand
‘meanings’ that lie behind them inevitably produces
categories on the basis of the linguistic evidence,
categories that are essentially linguistic categories. The
epistemological

consequence

is

that

linguistic

phenomena have become proxies for experiential
phenomena. (2009, p. 32)
Finally, my intention in the following sections is to understand some of the
ways in which a text is called into being ‘differently’ rather than to do an
exhaustive reading of Sue Hood’s paper. So, since the Appraisal framework
is both complex and contentious, I focus on Hood’s macro structural/genre
and clause level analyses as more readily accessible sites for my purpose.
In doing this work, I want to stress that I am no objective analyst and
interpreter. I am also a multiply positioned subject, an ‘interested’ reader and
interpreter. The positioning of the analyst and its effect on the analysis is also
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readily acknowledged as an issue within the theory and frameworks of SFL
and within Appraisal. This was noted earlier in this chapter in relation to
Ruquaiya Hasan’s questions concerning what constitutes context and whose
context is constituted in an analysis.
Moment 5

Dispossessed subjects in procession

Maton employs aspects of both Pierre Bourdieu’s and Basil Bernstein’s work
to develop his conceptual framework. This framework is then used to analyse
the claims about ‘educational’ knowledge, glossed by Maton as ‘not merely a
reflection of power relations but compris[ing] more or less epistemologically
powerful claims to truth’ (2000, p. 149) that are made by members of an
intellectual field. These claims or ‘languages of legitimation’ (p. 149), he
argues, become the ruler for both participation and achievement within the
field.
Applying this framing to cultural studies, Maton uses a collection of
documents, course notes, and academic texts of various sorts produced from
within the field of cultural studies, to identify the ‘languages of legitimation’ of
that field. These languages, he says, collectively position cultural studies in a
place of ‘sustained marginality and relative invisibility … as a named and
distinct area of study within British higher education’ (p.150).
Cultural studies’ marginal institutional status is, he argues, reflected in attacks
from both within and without higher education: ‘from its inception it has been
depicted as unacademic, politically pernicious and undermining academic
standards (Watson,1977)’ (Maton, 2000, p.151). Maton directly relates the
marginal status of cultural studies to the social profile of its student body
which, he argues, is predominately made up of marginalised groups.
The proponents of cultural studies legitimate the field to other ‘producers’
within the field by way of scholarly articles, texts, discussion papers and
conference presentations. Maton argues that his analysis of these texts
reveals an ongoing preoccupation with two dominant themes which he terms:
‘disciplinarity’ and ‘giving voice to’. By ‘disciplinarity’, Maton is referring to
cultural studies’ claims to undisciplinarity; its project of deliberately
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transgressing disciplinary boundaries, of keeping its ‘objects of study and
procedures of enquiry … hypothetically uncircumscribed’ (2000, p. 153).
‘Giving voice to’ refers to what he calls cultural studies’ anti-canonical stance,
that is, where progression is measured by giving voice to new marginalised
groups. Development is therefore categorised as a series of critical breaks
within a ‘post’- theoretical landscape of ongoing rupture and renewal (p. 153).
Maton is less than complimentary about the field, its epistemological standing,
its proponents and its scholars. He argues, for example, that the privileging of
voices of a succession of marginalised groups (organised around class, race,
gender, and sexuality) has given rise to:
... contextualist and perspectival epistemologies to
celebrate ‘difference’ and emphasise the multiplicity of
truths and narratives against notions of objective truth
and ‘grand narratives’... Cultural studies has thus tended
to valorise the subjective over the objective, and primary
experience over the detached viewpoint. (2000, p. 154)
Cultural studies’ languages of legitimation, Maton argues, have structuring
effects on the intellectual field itself. To advance this argument, he draws on
Bernstein’s work on classification and framing. Classification refers to the
relative strength or weakness of boundaries between disciplinary fields,
whereas framing refers to the strength and the locus of control of the category
boundaries from either within the category or context, or from above.
Cultural studies, Maton argues, demonstrates weak classification of the
epistemic relation (the relationship between knowledge and its object of
study) because of its disavowal of disciplinary boundaries and proscribed
objects of study or explicit procedures of enquiry. It is therefore, he
concludes, a ‘knower mode’ of legitimation as opposed to a ‘knowledge
mode’. The latter mode has specialised procedures for generating knowledge
of a distinct object and consequently a strong epistemic relationship. Knower
modes of legitimation, on the other hand, ‘base claims for fields on a
privileged subject of study, the ‘knower’’(Maton, 2000, p. 156). In place of a
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strong epistemic relationship stands a strong ‘social relationship’, that is, a
relationship between knowledge and the one who is claiming knowledge.
Using Maton’s framework, cultural studies demonstrates a strong social
relationship but a weak epistemic relationship to knowledge. Boundaries are
only strong around who counts as a legitimate knower in this mode, not what
counts as legitimate knowledge or objects of study or procedures for study of
the object. The primacy and vulnerability (one marginalised group gives way
to another over time) of who can claim status as knower leads, Maton says, to
‘a procession of the excluded’ (2000, p. 160). And as each marginalised
group is replaced with another, ‘the privileged and specialised knowledge’
(p.161) claims of the displaced group, being strongly bounded from
knowledge claims of other groups, become ‘inaccessible to other knowers’ (p.
161).
Moment 6

Construing knowers and knowledges

Hood’s analyses of Kate’s text proceed first by identifying the macro level and
clause level features of Kate’s writing that realise Maton’s description of the
knower oriented field of cultural studies. In a circular move, Hood works
backwards from Maton’s description of the field (functioning as proxy for
context of culture) to identify the ways in which this knower oriented context is
construed in the grammar and structure of Kate’s thesis. This is not an
unexpected move within SFL, since the lexicogrammar is understood as
construing the semantics and, through this, the context: ‘the lexicogrammar
as “construal of experience”’ (Halliday & Webster, 2009, p. 236). At the same
time, and most salient given Maton’s description of the knower oriented field
of CS, Hood’s analyses construe personal and social relationships:
‘lexicogrammar as “enactment of the social process”’ (Halliday & Webster,
2009, p. 236).
Hood’s methodology is twofold. The first involves a comparison of the overall
structuring of Kate’s thesis introduction with that of her own thesis (hereafter
the two theses are referred to using Hood’s acronyms: CS – cultural studies,
and AL – Applied Linguistics). The introductory sections are then analysed in
more detail for the rhetorical strategies that each writer uses and the ways in
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which these strategies ‘reflect different orientations to knowledge’ (Hood,
2007, p. 187).
The analyses that Hood uses to support Maton’s knower oriented
classification of Kate’s text in comparison to her own knowledge oriented text,
focus on the following questions:
i)

what do the writers write about (Field)?

ii)

how do they evaluate what they write about (Appraisal)?

iii)

what kinds of arguments do they construct? (Hood, 2007, p.
187)

Hood’s analyses are also guided by another question related to the source of
information about the field. The ‘source’ of this knowledge may be either the
thesis writer or authorities or other researchers in the field or a participant
within the field being investigated (Table 9).
Using Representation of the object of study (field) and Reflection or theorising
on the research process (participants in the field) as the two hyper
organisational categories, Hood compares the introductions of the CS text
(Kate’s text) and the AL text (her own thesis) in terms of the proportions of the
text that fit within these hyper organisational categories. The category
Reflection or theorising on the research process is further divided into four
sub categories that Hood has constructed to accommodate the possible
participants in the field or the ‘source’ of knowledge about the field (Table 9).
In determining amounts of texts that fit into these sub categories:
The proportions are estimated by identifying the
focus of each phase of the text (as represented in
paragraphing) and then identifying the amount of text
(% of page space) oriented to each field focus.
(Hood, 2007, p. 187)
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Although details of Hood’s comparative analyses of the introductory sections
of the AL and CS theses are absent from the chapter, she provides a tabular
summary of her results (reproduced below in Table 9).
Table 9 A comparison of proportions of each text according to field focus and
to sources
Field focus

AL

CS

Representation of the object of study projected by the

7%

42%

27%

26%

Discussion of theoretical contributions from others

44%

_

Descriptions of the writer and/or of the writer’s own
text
Source: Hood (2007, p. 187)

22%

32%

writer
Representation of the object of study projected by
other sources

In relation to her first question: what do the writers write about (Field), Hood
summarises what she calls the macro structure of the introductions to both
the CS and the AL text. These introductions ‘function in each case to
introduce the research focus and provide arguments for the research
endeavour’ (2007, p. 186).
Hood’s analysis identifies two commonalities. The first of these is that each
writer ‘constructs some representation of the object of study, the field that is
the focus of the study or the phenomenon to be investigated’ (2007, p. 187).
Secondly, each writer ‘writes about the process of research itself, that is,
about reflecting or theorising in relation to the object of study itself’(2007, p.
187).
Hood then discusses the ways in which each of the texts represents the
object of study as projected by other sources. Although roughly equivalent in
terms of the percentages ascribed to this subcategory in the table (AL 27 per
cent, CS 26 per cent), Hood argues that there is a difference in terms of the
‘nature of these sources and the kind of knowledge that they project’ (2007,
p.188).
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The CS text, Hood argues, privileges the writer as knower. In support of this
claim, Hood cites from her comparison table (Table 9) the relative
percentages of text given over to the writer as the source of knowledge about
the object of study (AL 7 per cent, CS 42 per cent) and, the percentage of text
oriented to a discussion of theoretical foundations (AL 44 per cent, CS 0 per
cent).
On the other hand, the AL text, she argues, draws on other academic
researchers and theorists as sources: ‘knowledge is generalised and
authorized by multiple sources’ (2007, p.188). Hood provides an example of
this from the AL text, reproduced below as Text excerpt 4:
Text excerpt 4
… the shift in literacy practices and expectations from
secondary to tertiary learning presents major difficulties
for many undergraduate students, difficulties that may
remain

unattended

to

in

their

formal

learning

experiences (Belcher 1996, Johns 1997, Gollin 1998),
and which are compounded where academic writing is
in English as a second language (Belcher and Braine,
1995, Ventola and Mauranen 1996 … ). (2007, p. 188)
In contrast, Hood argues, the CS text draws on:
the projecting voices of participants in the domain, that
is, within the field being observed, and in that sense
they are also data for the study. They are other
individual knowers alongside the writer herself. The
perspective of each individual source is local, that of a
participant in the domain of the object of study, an
insider. (2007, p. 188)
Hood also excerpts the following section of the CS text (Text excerpt 5) as
further demonstration of its ‘knower’ orientation. Although Hood does not
identify the original source page of this extract, nor identify its role, this extract
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is taken from page 9 of Kate’s thesis. This is the first page of the section titled
‘Introduction’ and it is a reference to a diary entry made in 1908 by Irby, one
of the sources of information about what happened at Bluff Rock:
Text excerpt 5
Hearing movement, Irby and Windeyer lay over the
rocks and began firing into the group below knowing that
their fire would bring up Connor and Weaver who also
joined the slaughter (Irby 1908: 77& 90).
In the paragraph on page 6 of the CS text from which text excerpt 5 is taken,
Kate also makes reference to a number of her other sources of information
about the massacre. These include: Windeyer, A. (1838-91) Diary of
Archibald Windeyer, UNE Archives, A479 & A165; Windeyer, T. (1845- )
Station Diary of Thomas Windeyer, incorrectly listed under Archibald
Windeyer. UNE Archives V2202; Ogilvie, E.O. Letter to SMH re 'The Natives',
25th Oct (1841); Letter to SMH re 'Situation in NE', 8th July (1842); Letter to
Hunter River Gazette re 'New England', 12 Feb (1842); Thomas Keating’s
account cited in Thomas, J.F. (1882- 1941); and, Papers Miscellaneous
Historical Subjects, Vol2 Tenterfield. Hood makes no mention of these other
sources.
Hood concludes that there is only one exception to the projection of voices of
participants in the domain as individual knowers in the CS text, and that is
‘some brief extracts from scientific texts on the nature of granite, the stone
that forms the rock at which the massacre took place, in which case the
knower is an outsider/expert voice’ (2007, p. 188).
Hood further concludes that although ‘no single phase of the CS introduction
is identified as primarily a discussion of theory, in the way that this is so for
the AL introduction, the theoretical orientation of the thesis is nonetheless
very apparent and referred to in many ways throughout the document’ (p.
188). However, Hood argues that the way in which these theorists are
employed is ‘very different’. She provides seven separate sentence long
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excerpts from pages 9-10 of the CS thesis as examples and explains the
‘difference’ in the following way:
What is different about the theoretical referencing in the
CS paper, from that in the AL paper, is that such
references are all made in the service of describing and
evaluating the writer’s own contribution. Most often the
theoretical influences are coded in a word or phrase,
which functions to call up the source of that wording, or
they are obliquely signalled through imitation of style,
something the CS writer explicitly refers to in her
abstract as ‘my textual impersonation’. In this sense
again the CS text is more knower-oriented. Theoretical
influences are exemplified in the writer’s way of writing,
rather than being explained or discussed and hence
evaluated.

Given

this

means

for

connecting

to

theoretical influences, it is not surprising to find that
there are no dissenting researcher/theoretical voices,
that is there is no positioning of one in relation to
another as is typical in the applied linguistics text. In the
CS text all referenced theoretical voices are represented
as in alignment with the writer. (2007, pp. 189-190)
Through these analyses, Kate is interpellated as an individual knower working
within a ‘knower oriented text’ where ‘theoretical influences are exemplified in
the writer’s way of writing rather than by being explained or discussed and
hence evaluated’ (Hood, 2007, p. 189). When theoretical influences are
acknowledged they ‘all relate to the research process and to its
“textualisation” and not to the object of study’ (p. 198).

Disappearing texts and their writing subjects
Excerpting is a type of exclusion and further complicates the notion of
context, analysis and interpretation. The process of excerpting is both
discursively partial and limiting and I first raised this issue in Chapters two
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and three in relation to my own excerpting of texts in this thesis. In relation to
context, analysis and interpretation, excerpting has the potential to further
reduce the possibility of a more elaborated understanding of context of
situation and its relationship to the wider context of culture.
Using Sue Hood’s chosen excerpts as an example, it is an obvious thing to
say that complete introduction sections of the two theses are not available for
scrutiny. Less obviously, the genres of the two theses are not comparable.
Genre analysis relies on regularities but Kate’s thesis deliberately works
against this expected staging. So, even if the full introduction had been made
available, there is no easy assurance that ‘the theoretical contributions from
others’ to the new humanities thesis (Table 9) would be locatable in the
introduction section as one might expect in the more traditional thesis
introduction (see Swales, 2004 for variations on theses introductions).
Dening, you might recall, viewed this intermixing positively:
Had to admire her complete and integrated control of
the reflective literature. She lived it didn’t just display.
Just how I think ‘theoretical’ elements should go. Not
isolated into some separate section, but weaving
through the narrative as reflection (Dening, nd, np).
Kate, as Text excerpts 2 and 3 and her Interview excerpts 1 and 2 indicate,
employs this interweaving as a deliberate textual strategy to disrupt traditional
genre conventions, the integrity of her authorship and authority, and any
sense that there is a singular meaning attached to the Bluff Rock Massacre
and to herself as the writing subject. As Kate explains, her thesis is a:
Text excerpt 6
cultural (my emphasis) history … a textual model of
what writing a history might look like that was constantly
concerned with how the self that was writing was able to
write, was coming into a particular form at a particular
time and able to make ontological and epistemological
questions obvious within what was written … employing
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a number of textual techniques [and] … attempting a
textual exposition of the questions – How does one write
the past when it is also the present?; what is a
postcolonial autobiography?; what is a postcolonial
sexuality/textuality? – rather than answer them. (Thesis
excerpt, pp. 6-7)
Kate’s thesis is self consciously textual or, as she writes, ‘heterotextual’
(Thesis excerpt, p.6).
Hood’s reliance on selected excerpts from the abstract and introduction
defaults to the expected genre staging of a thesis introduction. She applies an
instance (in this case a generic staging) of a particular context of culture (the
traditional academic thesis structure) to an instance that sits within an
avowedly different context of culture – the project of the new humanities.
Because Hood applies this traditional thesis staging to an examination of the
introduction to Kate’s thesis, those parts of the written text in which the new
humanities thesis writer describes, in various parts of the abstract, the
introduction, and throughout the thesis chapters, the broader project of the
thesis and the place/s that the Irby account occupies in that project are
erased.
Let me provide an example. Hood used the Irby quote to illustrate her
argument concerning the individual knower orientation of the CS text: ‘The
perspective of each individual source is local, that of a participant in the
domain of study, an insider’ (2007, p. 188). Hood contrasted this to the AL
text (text excerpt 5) where the other voices are those of ‘other academic
researchers/theorists. The knowledge is generalised and authorised by
multiple sources’ (p. 188).
As an example of one of the many meanings that Kate attaches to the Irby
material quoted by Hood, the following information gained from other parts of
the thesis is relevant. The quoted text (Text excerpt 7) is a summary from a
diary kept by Edward Irby, the station owner of Bolivia, of an event, ‘the
massacre’, that occurred in 1842 on part of the land which the Irby brothers
240

leased and later owned. The Irby diary entries used in the thesis, in addition
to the quoted excerpt, range from pages 70 to 107. As in any history, and this
is, as Kate writes in her abstract, ‘a cultural history (my emphasis) … a
textual model of what writing a history might look like …’ (Thesis extract, p.6),
the diary entries represent one of a number of primary sources in the thesis.
The excerpt of Irby’s account of the massacre is ‘one of two different versions
of the same source’ (Thesis extract, p.71). Within the context of the whole
thesis, this diary sits alongside a number of other accounts of the massacre
and of the social and political contexts surrounding the event. These include
the archival sources that I have already cited in relation to Text excerpt 5 and
other sources such as family histories, tourist leaflets, gossip, and field notes
that Kate works with throughout the thesis.
When reinstated within the broader context of the thesis as history, the
status of this knower, Irby, is still an insider, and still one of a number of
individual knowers whose accounts make partial and conflicting histories of
the Bluff Rock massacre. Irby’s account, however, understood as a primary
source account, along with the other primary source accounts, is also
recognisably the stuff of history (see, for example, Curthoys and Bongiorno,
cited in Myton, 2003 ). Hood recognises this when she says that the individual
knowers are also part of the data of the thesis. They provide the dissenting
voices for the object of study: ‘what happened’?
Nevertheless, when contrasted with and placed next to the AL thesis, which is
positioned as ‘knowledge oriented’ through its references to ‘other academic
researchers/theorists [and where the] knowledge is generalised and
authorised (my emphasis) by multiple sources’ (Hood, 2007, p. 188), these
individual knowers and their local perspectives (invoking Maton) become
somewhat suspect, less authorised, and unable to provide generalisable
knowledge.
Hood’s intention has been to ‘contribute to an appreciation of common ground
and of difference, and thus to explore the potential for cross-disciplinary
dialogue between [the] two disciplines’ (2007, p. 185). But her analyses and
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interpretation, which call upon the wider cultural epistemic framework
described by Maton, unintentionally raise several questions. Firstly, are we
witnessing a performance of the ‘history wars’ in Hood’s analyses and
interpretation? In other words is this a performance or recitation of the
ongoing political struggle in which ‘history and its presentation is contentious
business … [and where] … arguments continue over how our history should
be told – how we include or not, the voices and stories of say, migrants,
women, and Indigenous people; and how we tell the good and the bad
honestly, fairly and in context ' (Myton, 2003, p. 13)?
Related to this question, is Maton’s knower/knowledge bifurcation and Hood’s
adoption of this binary an implicit, perhaps inadvertent nod to the grand
narrative argument within which history is a relatively homogenous space
where only certain knowers (academic, authorised) can build knowledge?
Carolyn Coffin provides a short gloss of this issue as a framing to her
examination of the ways in which voice or voices operate as a key rhetorical
strategy in history texts:
History … has been ‘exposed’ as a textual practice
designed to persuade the reader ‘of the truth of
whatever message is transmitted’ (Blanco and Rosa
1997). In particular, the ‘grand narratives’ of history, with
their single, unified pictures of the past claiming the
status of ‘objective’ truth, have been challenged – both
by academics and professional historians, as well as
critics outside the field. (2002, p. 504)
More importantly though, the new humanities as a project insists on
construing research as writing as opposed to the construction of ‘research
versus writing’ (Hodge, 1995, p. 39). Kate’s abstract and introduction make
numerous references to her project being as much, if not more, about the
writing as it is about the massacre. The question then is why is it that this has
not been taken up as the focus for the analysis of the text? Or rather, the
question might be better posed as: could this be taken up as a focus for
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analysis within the binary knower/knowledge oriented framework that has
been adopted?
Hood certainly acknowledges the focus on textualising:
… the CS writer argues for her own way of knowing. In
this sense this is akin in some ways to an argument for
the methodology, although, here it is not an argument
for

the

methodology

of

enquiry,

rather

for

the

methodology of text construction. It is the writer’s way of
‘textualising’ that is the focus. The way of knowing is
represented as unique (original, novel) and individuated.
(2007, p. 197)
‘Textualising’ as Kate understands it, is a complex, embodied and
discursively implicated process (see, for example, Text excerpt 3).
The answer to the question of focus seems to relate to the framework that
has been set up. A focus on the textuality of Kate’s text can’t be addressed
within a framework which has been developed largely on the model of
research writing where the object of study is separated from the field of study,
as it is in the AL thesis. In this new humanities thesis, the object of study and
field of study are inseparable. Theory and methodology are inseparable.
Theorists and researchers of objects of study are not separable from theorists
and researchers of methodology.
The linguistic framework that Hood has set up as the basis for much of her
argument defaults, necessarily, to the AL thesis. The AL thesis is the ‘norm’.
The CS thesis demonstrates ‘absence’ of the norm: in its absence of a
recognisable generic structure; its absence of a separation of field of study
and object of study; and in its absence of ‘an argument for the thesis making
a contribution to knowledge in the sense of resolving and unresolvedness; or,
as Hood (2007, p. 197) describes, citing Swales, ‘occupying a niche, a
research gap (Swales 1990)’.
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In undertaking this work, authorised as it is within a volume devoted to
Advances in Language and Education, Hood’s analysis performs a cultural
rewriting both of the thesis and its writer, and the broader epistemic project of
the new humanities. Kate, however, anticipates a cultural rewriting, though
not Hood’s in particular, as she reflexively acknowledges her own rewriting of
a poem:
Text excerpt 7
To position myself to do a critique of this work [Col
Newsome’s poem] is to take up a position that isolates
me from my own 'localness' (assuming a fruit salad such
as myself can reclaim, continue to claim, 'localness'). If I
examine this poem using my word tools and critical
practices from cultural studies, am I making unreliable
theory the only home I will have? Of course …
But what does or might the critique of the poem actually
do to the poem and so in part to the poet? By critiquing
it, I am translating it from one audience to another. I am
letting this poem go into a niche market of readers who
have other agendas. In taking it out of the 'local' and into
the critical I may be destroying the very thing that makes
it 'work' – that is, its location. If I am to say anything
about the poem then it must be ethnographically,
critically 'aware'. But how can I do that when my own
position is so chronically disputed? I'm afraid the author
is being chewed up by being.
But if I leave the poem, sitting in its own invention and
don't engage in any way with what it says, I am
continuing its existing peripheral (in critical terms) state,
I am denying that it can affect me, suggesting it doesn't
invent new ways for me to work. I invent in the process
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a narrow version of theory which I usually despise. So
let's begin again. (Thesis excerpt, pp.41-42)
Kate’s thesis is not only a writing about a disputed event; it is also a
performance of a form of writing that makes critique possible. Kate becomes
Butler’s psychically motivated reflexive subject.
Within the analysis that has been performed, however, Kate as the writing
subject is fixed as an individual and unique knower, writing a text that is
populated by the voices of other individual knowers, where ‘the way of
knowing is represented as unique (original, novel) and individuated’ (Hood,
2007, p. 197). The same text, lauded in new humanities circles is, within the
context of Maton’s epistemological framing of cultural studies, and Hood’s
textual analyses selected for features that realise Maton’s framing, a more
dubious text, occupying an uncertain place in the wider, ‘academically
rigorous’ culture of the university.
More broadly, the analyses and framing of cultural studies as knower oriented
rather than knowledge oriented plays into longstanding debates about what
counts as knowledge, what counts as method and even what counts as a
research question. These debates go beyond cultural studies and into other
disciplinary areas such as education, evidenced for example by McWilliam’s
(2004) discussion of practitioner research addressed first in Chapter four.
Within the context of higher education discourses of risk management, the
knowledge economy and doctoral management; within the philosophically
and discursively implicated questions of what is good research and what is
knowledge, Hood’s analysis positions this thesis and its writer as ‘risky’
business and provides support for others who would do so.
What is at issue here is not the ‘credibility’ of linguistic analysis. Linguistic
analyses such as those provided by Ravelli and Starfield, Turner, and Hood
are crucial for gaining understandings of how texts work and, in turn, being
able to explain to students how they work in the ways that they do. I am
indebted to analyses such as these for informing my teaching practice. What
is at issue is the ways in which context is understood and impacts on what is
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analysed, on the types of analyses that are performed, the interpretations
made, and the understandings and occlusions that are necessarily part of any
analysis. These differential understandings, inclusions and exclusions have
material effects on the formation of subjects and on writing; on who can say
and what can be said.
I worked with this notion first in Chapter one in relation to Clara who was both
multiply positioned through the various analyses of the written drafts of her
methodology chapter, and at the same time, agentive. Likewise Kate’s text,
and by implication herself as the writing subject, is positioned through cultural
readings and rewritings of her ‘successful’ thesis; and this is asynchronously
effected. For Kate, this multiple positioning is ‘grist for the mill’ for her writing
within which she anticipates and responds to various interpellations
emanating from voices within differently situated knowledges (Text excerpt 7).

Too many subjects – too many contexts
The preceding sections have called into being too many subjects and too
many contexts, confounding the possibility of any single authoritative
representation of the text and its writer. The representations of Kate as a
knower oriented subject in the last section, and the more general reflexive,
ambivalent new humanities’ writing subjects in the preceding sections, are
made possible through linguistically focused analyses that employ variably
nuanced contexts of culture. While these subjects are not necessarily in
opposition to the embodied, affective, pretty talented up your face, exemplary
new humanities’ writing subject described by Dening and Hodge, they are
now much reduced, ‘linguisticised’ writing subjects. In addition to this, Hood’s
subject, in particular, is a less praiseworthy subject working within an
epistemological and ontological ‘suspect’ paradigm.
The preceding discussion, grounded in data, has highlighted Hasan’s point
concerning the issues surrounding contextualisation in linguistic analyses,
that is, the uncertainty attached to a determination of context beyond field,
tenor, and mode, and the consequent ambiguities regarding what constitutes
relevant context, for whom and for what. The discussion has also
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demonstrated a further consequence of this under-theorisation of context
within SFL, that is, Poynton and Lee’s charge, cited earlier in this chapter,
that SFL analysts have largely understood context as something that is
‘already out there’ (2000, p. 7). Consequently, they argue textual analysis is
generally undertaken from ‘more or less structuralist and synoptic
perspectives … [that ignore] the materiality of the text and its imbrication with
bodies’ (p. 7).
From a Butlerian perspective, the discussion in the preceding sections has
highlighted the ineffability of context. The performative aspects of context take
into account the possibilities for language to name the same text in quite
different ways, to name the same text asynchronously, and to name some
aspects of a text and to ignore others. But while Butler argues for the
‘illimitability’ of context and for its non unitary form, she also says that this
does not mean that ‘one should cease any effort to delineate a context; it
means only that any such delineation is subject to a potential infinite revision’
(Butler, 1997a, p. 148).
Furthermore, the discussion in the preceding sections has highlighted the
productive capacity of textual analysis. By this I am referring to the idea that
while the analysis of a text may appear to follow the production of a text, in
many ways the analysis produces the text, or, at least, a particular reading of
the text and its writer. Butler (1997a, p. 128) points to another aspect of the
productive capacity of the text, this time focused more on the writer of the text
rather than the analyst and interpreter, in her discussion of the ‘inverted
temporal’ relationship between speech and censorship. In this relationship,
the rules governing what counts as intelligible speech (or here writing)
precede and delimit the speech/writing act itself. A more radical extension of
this idea, Butler suggests, is that these same constraining conditions not only
make possible any given decision, but that this decision is the point of the
agency of the subject:
Thus, there is ambiguity at the site of this decision. The
speaking subject makes his or her decision only in the
context of an already circumscribed field of linguistic
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possibilities. One decides on the condition of an already
circumscribed field of language, but this repetition does
not constitute the decision of the speaking subject as a
redundancy.

The

gap

between

redundancy

and

repetition is the space of agency. (Butler, 1997a, p. 129)
The preceding sections have highlighted a similar productive capacity of
textual analysis in relation to the decisions made about the context of culture
within which a text is produced and received, which sections of the text will be
analysed, what technologies of analysis will be employed, and what can be
‘known’ or recognised as intelligible through the framing of a particular
analysis. In the production of the text, writers are similarly positioned to
Butler’s speaking subject; both constrained and agentive at the moment of
writing.
Locating these decision points in the texts and accounts of writing was the
focus of my work with Bernadette and Anna in Chapters five and six. But
something always escapes the censor, and accounts of the ways in which
both Bernadette and Anna worked with excessive dimensions of their writing,
sometimes erasing, sometimes cloaking, and at other times moving the
‘problematic’ text to other sections of their writing, demonstrated the
constrained and agentive processes of becoming a research degree writer.
Kate reflexively works the productive and excessive capacities of her text; she
positions herself multiply within it, pre-empting the call of the censor, and selfconsciously and performatively writing a self, many selves onto the page.
Kate’s texts and accounts, and the other texts that I have employed in this
chapter have brought into view the productive capacity of textual analysis –
the ways in which its inclusions and exclusions have material effects on how
a text is understood and named, and on the formation of the writing subject.

248

Chapter 8

And so...?

There are, after all, other things to do with rules than
simply conforming to them. They can be displayed. They
can be recrafted. Conformity itself may permit for a
hyperbolic instantiation of the norm that exposes its
fantastic character. In this sense, then a certain errancy
within expertise, a certain poiesis that shows what else
a set of rules might yield offer us options that exceed the
binary framework of coercion, on the one side, and
escape, on the other. (Butler, 2006, p. 533)
In this project, I have followed Butler’s lead to understand the postgraduate
research writer as an always already foreclosed and constrained social
subject made possible through the processes of writing, drafting, critique and
review. I have given an explanation of my co-researchers writing and
accounts of their writing that has made visible some of what is at stake (loss,
desire, unintelligibility, constraint, conformity... ) in their bids for inclusion into
the norms that govern who and what is recognisable within the context of
postgraduate research writer becoming. My co-researchers have each, in
different ways, displayed ‘a certain errancy within expertise’: sometimes
cancelling out the excess that was written onto the page through rewriting;
sometimes recontextualising excess; sidestepping or cloaking it through
particular linguistic choices; or, celebrating excess, through a reflexive
account of writing and being written, as Kate in particular has done. All of this,
while working to stay within the bounds of what is intelligible within the
disciplinary contexts that matter to these writers.
Butler’s work on the performative subject employed alongside SFL as both
technology and theory has allowed me to hear and see what the subject who
writes does and does not do within those repetitive and everyday activities of
a research student’s life: writing, review and critique. This combination of
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theories has enabled me to map some of the ways in which the subject is
stylized in relation to the demands of supervisors and some internalised or
real Other; to locate these as moments when the subject who writes turns to
respond, in the many different ways I have described, through their texts and
accounts which I have understood as the written and spoken artefacts of
becoming a postgraduate research writer.
I have been able to locate moments when the psyche is involved in the
stylization of a particular writing subject beginning, for example, with Clara’s
internalisation of the potential for censorship by the Other: ‘no I can’t let the
marker ask that question’ (Interview excerpt 2). This same psychic
internalisation is taken up in different ways by Bernadette: ‘I must be much
more responsible. It must be truthful. It must be um, I must get as close as I
can to the essence’ (Interview excerpt 3), and later in the same interview:
‘Well it’s not good enough yet. I've just got to refine it a little bit better. I've got
to keep working on this. It’s just not good enough’. Anna, who in many ways
exemplifies the subject who has internalised the norms of academic writing, is
at the same time, propelled by yet another internalised Other who would
discount her incursion into the theory:
I’m thinking about the markers. Who’s going – who will
be the ultimate readers and judges of this work, and
writing the xxx and – and in terms of systemics I’m not
picking any – initially I thought I’d definitely pick people
like *Pope maybe even *Jim, but I’m definitely not going
to pick *Pope and I probably won’t pick *Jim, and the
reason I wouldn’t pick *Pope is because she’s a
developmentalist and she – I feel like I – I will have to
bat so hard to argue for why I’m using adult tools on a
child whose output was very much like an infant’s
output, but I don’t want to ... (Interview excerpt 10)
Kate also responds to some imagined Other or Others many times in her
writing, for example: ‘If I examine this poem using my word tools and critical
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practices from cultural studies, am I making unreliable theory the only home I
will have? Of course … (Text excerpt 7)
I have also been able to locate moments of agency or ‘errancy within
expertise’ engaged by my co-researchers: ‘a certain poiesis that shows what
else a set of rules might yield ... options that exceed the binary framework of
coercion, on the one side, and escape, on the other’ (2006, p. 533). These
options are the silences, voices and negotiations that my co-researchers
have employed in becoming a postgraduate research writer.
In doing this work, it has been critical to first recognise, and then, to apply the
ways in which both Butler’s work and Halliday’s are able to embrace
ambiguities and indeterminacy. Similarly, it has been important to recognise
and apply the ways in which both understand language, and for Butler,
subject formation, as social processes within which both instantiation and
expansion play a part. It has also been important to acknowledge the value of
text focused/biased writing pedagogies, while recognising that textual
analysis is itself a performative with real effects on what and who is
recognised as an intelligible text and an intelligible writing subject.
Finally, it has become apparent that the text that a writer produces is not
reducible to the subject who writes the text. The two are co-constitutive in the
sense that it is through writing that the writing subject instantiates a self onto
the page, but the subject who writes remains always in-excess of this self.
This excess encompasses an individual’s social and discursive history as a
gendered, raced, and classed subject; as mother, researcher, student,
sexualised, desirous, embodied, and more subject that collectively mediates
between context and the self that is written onto the page. This excess incites
agency at the point at which it becomes apparent that the self written onto the
page is called into question in some way. And this excess may become
apparent when the text and its writing subject are called into being
asynchronously, and differently, as was the case with Kate and the texts that
directly or indirectly referenced her writing.
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Collectively, these realisations destabilise text biased writing pedagogies that
employ text deconstruction as a pedagogic mainstay. The questions – for
whom is this a valued text, and in what circumstances and contexts? – must
both precede and run alongside any attempts to identify, analyse and teach
the valued texts of a discipline. Collectively, these realisations make sense of
why it is that students might write differently even when they have a firm
grasp of the linguistic resources available to them to make meaning within
their discipline area. And so, if we are to take these realisations seriously,
what now might be of interest for postgraduate writing pedagogy?
Before I move to imagining what this pedagogy might look like, however, I
want to address an obvious omission in this thesis project. Ironically, I find
myself becoming a postgraduate research writer, writing this final chapter in a
project that has been overwhelmingly concerned with what I have argued are
the ongoing processes of other peoples’ becoming postgraduate research
writers in the university. I have read and analysed their texts and accounts.
And while you (the reader/examiner) now read this text, my text, I have kept
my own negotiations with its writing and the writing subject that is textualised
on these pages largely to myself. This is not because I have wanted to keep
these things hidden. Rather, I have found it doubly difficult to give an account
of myself as a subject whose project takes seriously the accounts and texts of
my co-researchers, and as a subject who desires recognition and has
internalised the norms by which this recognition might be conferred.
Nevertheless, the self (or selves) that I have written onto these pages has
similarly turned to the address of my supervisors and Others – real and
imagined, just as Clara, Bernadette, Anna and Kate have done. The self
(selves) that I have written has similarly managed excess in the production of
a recognisable text, has many times rewritten, recontextualised, sidestepped,
and refused certain ways of writing. This self (selves) has been ek-static,
passionately attached and desirous and continues to be so, and more. The
difficulty that I have with presenting all of this and still writing a text that is, I
hope, ‘good enough’ is precisely the difficulty of taking into account these
multiple and often conflicting aspects of becoming within a writing pedagogy
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that is as much concerned with who is written as with what is written. What
might this more expansive pedagogy of writing look like within the outcomes
focused context of higher education that we now find ourselves in?
The pedagogy I am imagining is not some neo-liberal or emancipatory pedagogy.
If Butler has taught me nothing else, she has taught me that there is no
discursive free zone for my imaginings, no ultimate moment when I finally
become a ‘free’ subject that cannot be recontextualised and rewritten! I am not
optimistic that it is possible to radically subvert writing pedagogy – we are, after
all, subjects constituted by the prevailing discourses of higher education. I would
argue, however, that in refusing the subject in-excess, text biased writing
pedagogies, for example, miss opportunities for different learning and teaching.
At the same time, it is easy to fall back on such pedagogies within an outcomes
focused university. The discourses that prevail in the current university context,
however, are not monolithic and there is the possibility of rupture points both
within and across them. Perhaps it is possible to seize these rupture points as
provisional moments, as my co-researchers have done in this thesis, and do
pedagogy differently.
To begin this process of imagining such pedagogy, I return to what this thesis
project has brought into focus. My attention is now focused more precisely on
what is at stake in becoming a postgraduate research writer – the discursive
constraints, the possibilities that might exist within constraint, the practices
that support a particular becoming have been made more visible. My
understanding of subject formation is no longer linear. It rubs uncomfortably
against the processes of subject formation assumed in graduate attributes
documents and policies. My understanding of the writing subject becomes
messier – a more fragile, temporally renewable structure rather than a fixed
social category. Both subject formation and writing become rhyzomically
intertwined, ‘allowing for unexpected eruptions rather than steady growth into
the view of language and meaning, wherein desire plays a role in reason, and
experience and experimentation are privileged over interpretation’ (Edwards,
2006, p. 128). And, I have argued that the subject writes itself into and is
written by the text but is not reducible to the text. I am left with Edwards’
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(2006) ‘and’, ‘and’, ‘and’, and the rhizome as ethical imperatives for
reconsidering writing and its place in postgraduate research becoming.
The pedagogy that this suggests is a more tentative pedagogy, a more
relational pedagogy, one in which difference is understood not as deficit but
as possibility, and one which acknowledges its involvement in relations of
power. It involves removing some of the boundaries between linguistic
analysis and poststructuralist understanding of subject formation since
pedagogy is as much concerned with the relationship between learning AND
teaching (learners AND teachers) as it is with teaching about some ‘thing’. It
involves repositioning writing as central to postgraduate research becoming.
While I can’t offer a detailed design for a re-imagined writing pedagogy at
postgraduate research level, I can say that this involves more than telling
students about how to write. Asking students about their writing, as I have done
in this project, in a spirit of genuine enquiry in which the student is also engaged,
is pedagogically valuable. Without prompting, each of my co-researchers
commented, at different times, how they had found it helpful to talk about what
they had written or erased and why.
As Edwards says, ‘[t]eaching and learning take time and the relationship
between them might stretch across time and space in unexpected and rhyzomic
ways’ (2006, p. 131). My arguments in this thesis have perhaps shaken a few
foundations but not chopped down trees, to pick up on Edwards’ metaphors.
They have pointed to what else might be ‘thinkable’ in postgraduate research
writing pedagogy – the ‘and’, ‘and’, ‘ands’ that need to be considered in
evermore combinations and formations.

254

References
Adkins, B. (2009). PhD pedagogy and the changing knowledge landscapes of
universities. Higher Education Research and Development, 28(2), 165-177.
Aitchison, C. (2009). Writing groups for doctoral education. Studies in Higher
Education, 34(8), 905-916.
Aitchison, C., Kamler, B., & Lee, A. (Eds.). (2010). Publishing pedagogies for the
doctorate and beyond. London and New York: Routledge.
Aitchison, C., & Lee, A. (2006). Research writing: Problems and pedagogies.
Teaching in Higher Education, 11(3), 265-278.
Althusser, L. (1969). Ideology and ideological state apparatuses (B. Brewster,
Trans.). In Lenin and philosophy and other essays (1971 ed.). London: New
Left Books.
Ashcroft, B. (2001). Post-Colonial Transformation. London: Routledge.
AUQA. (2006). Enhancement of quality assurance systems in higher education in
APEC member economies. Retrieved 28.08.08. from
https://aei.gov.au/AEI/Shop/Products/Publications/Publication549.
B-HERT. (2003). Developing generic skills: Examples of best practice. Fitzroy,
Victoria: Business/Higher Education Round Table.
Barnacle, R. (2005). Research education ontologies: Exploring doctoral becoming.
Higher Education Research and Development, 24(2), 179-188.
Barnacle, R., & Mewburn, I. (2010). Learning networks and the journey of 'becoming
doctor'. Studies in Higher Education, 35(4), 433-444.
Barnett, R. (2004). Learning for an unknown future. Higher Education Research and
Development, 23(3), 247-260.
Barrie, S. (2006). Understanding what we mean by the generic attributes of graduates.
Higher Education, 51, 215-241.
Bazerman, C., & Prior, P. (Eds.). (2004). What writing does and how it does it (1st
ed.). Portland, USA: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Benhabib, S. (1995). Situating the self: Gender, community, and postmodernism in
contemporary ethics. In S. Benhabib, J. Butler, D. Cornell & N. Fraser (Eds.),
Feminist conditions: A philosophical exchange. New York: Routledge.
Bernstein, B. (1990). Class, codes and control: The structuring of pedagogic
discourse (Vol. iv). London: Routledge.
Bezemer, J., & Kress, G. (2008). Writing in multi modal texts: A social semiotic
account of designs for learning. Written Communication, 25(2), 166-195.
Biagnoli, M. (2009). Postdisciplinary liaisons: Science studies and the humanities.
Critical Inquiry, 35(4), 816-833.
Blackmore, J. (2009). Academic pedagogies, quality logics and performative
universities: Evaluating teaching and what students want. Studies in Higher
Education, 34(8), 857-872.
Bloor, T., & Bloor, M. (1995). The functional analysis of English: A Hallidayan
approach. London: Arnold.
Bolton, T., & Hyland, T. (2003). Implementing key skills in further education:
Perceptions and issues. Journal of Further and Higher Education, 27(1), 1626.
Boud, D., & Lee, A. (2005). 'Peer learning' as pedagogic discourse for research
education. Studies in Higher Education, 30(5), 501-516.
255

Boud, D., & Lee, A. (Eds.). (2009). The changing practices of doctoral education.
London and New York: Routledge.
Breur, F., & Roth, W. M. (2003). Subjectivity and reflexivity in the social sciences:
Epistemic windows and methodological consequences. Forum Qualitative
Sozialforschung / Forum: Qualitative Social Research 4(2). Retrieved 2.04.09
from http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/698
Bullen, E., Fahey, J., & Kenway, J. (2006). The knowledge economy and innovation:
Certain uncertainty and the risk economy. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural
Politics of Education, 27(1), 53-68.
Burgess, A., & Ivanic, R. (2010). Writing and being written: Issues of identity across
timescales. Written Communication, 27(2), 228-255.
Burt, R. (1995). Getting off the subject: Iconoclasm, queer sexuality, and the celebrity
intellectual. Performing Arts Journal, 17(2/3), 137-150.
Butler, J. (1987). Subjects of desire: Hegelian reflections in twentieth-century
France. New York: Columbia University Press.
Butler, J. (1993). Bodies that matter: On the discursive limits of "sex". New York:
Routledge.
Butler, J. (1997a). Excitable speech: A politics of the performative. New York:
Routledge.
Butler, J. (1997b). The psychic life of power: Theories in subjection. Stanford,
California: Stanford University Press.
Butler, J. (1999a). Gender trouble: Feminism and the subversion of Identity. New
York: Routledge.
Butler, J. (1999b). Revisiting bodies and pleasure. Theory, Culture & Society, 16(11),
11-20.
Butler, J. (2004a). Bracha’s Eurydice. Theory, Culture & Society, 21(1), 95-100.
Butler, J. (2004b). Changing the subject. In S. Salih & J. Butler (Eds.), The Judith
Butler reader (pp. 325-356). Malden, USA: Blackwell.
Butler, J. (2004c). Precarious life: The powers of mourning and violence. London:
Verso.
Butler, J. (2004d). Undoing gender. New York: Routledge.
Butler, J. (2004e). Variations on sex and gender: Beauvoir, Wittig, Foucault. In S.
Salih & J. Butler (Eds.), The Judith Butler reader (pp. 21-38). Malden, USA:
Blackwell.
Butler, J. (2004f). What is critique? An essay on Foucault's virtue (2001). In S. Salih
& J. Butler (Eds.), The Judith Butler reader (pp. 302-322). Malden, USA:
Blackwell.
Butler, J. (2006). Response. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 27(4), 529534.
Butler, J. (2008). Conversation with Judith Butler 11. In B. Davies (Ed.), Judith
Butler in conversation: Analyzing the texts and talk of everyday life. (pp. 8793). New York: Routledge.
Canagarajah, S. (1999). Resisting linguistic imperialism in English language
teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Canagarajah, S. (2002). Globalisation, methods, and practice in periphery classrooms.
In D. Block & D. Cameron (Eds.), Globalisation and language teaching (pp.
134-150). London: Routledge.
Carter, A., Lillis, T., & Parkin, S. (Eds.). (2009). Why writing matters: Issues of
access and identity in writing research and pedagogy (Vol. 12). Amsterdam
and Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
256

Clark, R., & Ivanic, R. (1997). The politics of writing. London: Routledge.
Coffin, C. (2002). The voices of history: Theorising the interpersonal semantics of
historical discourses. Text, 22(4), 503-528.
Coffin, C., & Hewings, A. (2004). IELTS as preparation for tertiary writing:
Distinctive interpersonal and textual strategies. In L. J. Ravelli & R. A. Ellis
(Eds.), Analysing academic writing: Contextualised frameworks. London:
Continuum.
Davies, B. (2003). Death to critique and dissent? The politics and practices of New
Managerialism and of 'Evidence-based Practice'. Gender and Education,
151(1), 91-103.
Davies, B. (2004). Introduction: Postructuralist lines of flight in Australia.
International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 17(1), 3-9.
Deleuze, G., & Guattari, F. (1980). A thousand plateaus: Capitalism and
schizophrenia (B. Massumi, Trans. 1983 ed.). Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press.
Dening, G. (nd). Challenges to perform: History, passion and the imagination.
Retrieved 12.08.06, from
http://www.nla.gov.au/events/history/papers/Greg_Dening.html
Derrida, J. (1972). 'Signature event context'. In P. Kamuf (Ed.), A Derrida reader:
Between the blinds (pp. 80-111). New York: Columbia University Press.
Edwards, R. (2006). A sticky business? Exploring the " "and" " in teaching and
learning. Discourse Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 27(1), 121133.
Ellsworth, E. (2005). Places of learning. New York and London: Routledge Falmer.
Fairclough, N. (1995). Critical discourse analysis. London: Longman.
Feyerabend, P. (1962). Explanation, reduction, and empiricism. In H. Feigl & G.
Maxwell (Eds.), Minnesota studies in the philosophy of science (Vol. 3, pp.
29-97). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
Foucault, M. (1978). The history of sexuality: An introduction (Vol. 1). New York:
Random House.
Foucault, M. (1982). The subject of power. In H. L. Dreyfus & P. Rabinow (Eds.),
Michel Foucault: Beyond structuralism and hermeneutics (pp. 208-228).
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Foucault, M. (1991). Questions of method. In G. Burchell, C. Gordon & P. Miller
(Eds.), The Foucault effect: Studies in governmentality. Chicago: Chicago
University Press.
Gallagher, M. (2000, September). The emergence of entrepreneurial public
universities in Australia. Paper presented at the IMHE General Conference of
the OECD., Paris.
Gannon, S., & Saltmarsh, S. (2008). Sustaining language/existing threats. Resistance
and rhetoric in Australian refugee discourses. A response to Linnell Secomb.
In B. Davies (Ed.), Judith Butler in conversation: Analyzing the texts and talk
of everyday life (pp. 163-186). New York and London: Routledge.
Ganobscik-Williams, L. (Ed.). (2006). Teaching academic writing In UK higher
education: Theories, practices, and models. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Grant, B. (2003). Mapping the pleasures and risks of supervision. Discourse Studies
in the Cultural Politics of Education, 24(2), 175-190.
Green, B. (2005). Unfinished business: Subjectivity and supervision. Higher
Education Research and Development, 24(2), 151-163.
257

Green, B., & Lee, A. (1995). Theorising postgraduate pedagogy. Australian
Universities' Review, 38(2), 40-45.
Grosz, E. (1994). A thousand tiny sexes: Feminism and rhizomatics. In C. Boundas &
D. Olkowski (Eds.), Gilles Deleuze and the theater of philosophy (pp. 187210). New York: Routledge.
Grosz, E. (1999a). Thinking the new: Of futures yet unthought. In E. Grosz (Ed.),
Becomings: Explorations in time, memory, and futures (pp. 15-28). Ithaca,
New York: Cornell University Press.
Grosz, E. (2005). Bergson, Deleuze and becoming. Parallax, 11(2), 4-13.
Grosz, E. (Ed.). (1999b). Becomings: Explorations in time, memory, and futures.
Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press.
Hager, P., Holland, S., & Beckett, D. (2002). Enhancing the learning and
employability of graduates: The role of generic skills Retrieved 15.08.08.
from http://www.bhert.com/publications/position-papers/BHERTPositionPaper09.pdf.
Halliday, M. A. K. (1985). Spoken and written language. Victoria: Deakin University
Press.
Halliday, M. A. K. (1994). An Introduction to functional grammar (2nd ed.). London:
Edward Arnold.
Halliday, M. A. K. (2003). On Language in relation to the evolution of human
consciousness (1995). In J. Webster (Ed.), On language and linguistics (Vol.
3, pp. 390-433). London and New York: Continuum.
Halliday, M. A. K., & Hasan, R. (1985). Language, context and text: Aspects of
language in a social-semiotic perspective. Geelong: Deakin University Press.
Halliday, M. A. K., & Webster, J. (Eds.). (2009). Continuum companion to systemic
functional linguistics. New York and London: Continuum.
Harwood, N. (2005). 'Nowhere has anyone attempted ... In this article I aim to do just
that'. A corpus-based study of self-promotional I and we in academic writing
across four disciplines. Journal of Pragmatics, 37(8), 1207-1231.
Hasan, R. (2009). The place of context in a systemic functional model. In M. A. K.
Halliday & J. Webster (Eds.), Continuum companion to systemic functional
linguistics (pp. 166-189). London and New York: Continuum.
Hawkins, M. R. (2005). Becoming a student: Identity work and academic literacies in
early schooling. TESOL Quarterly, 39(1), 59-82.
Hillis Miller, J. (1995). Narrative. In F. Lentricchia & T. McLaughlin (Eds.), Critical
terms for literary study (2nd ed., pp. 66-79). Chicago and London: University
of Chicago Press.
Hodge, B. (1995). Monstrous knowledge: Doing PhDs in the new humanities
Australian Universities' Review, 38(2), 35-39.
Holbrook, A., & Johnston, S. (Eds.). (1999). Supervision of postgraduate research in
education (Vol. 5). Victoria: AARE.
Hood, S. (2004). Managing attitude in undergraduate academic writing: A focus on
the introductions to research reports. In L. Ravelli & R. Ellis (Eds.), Analysing
academic writing (pp. 24-44). London: Continuum.
Hood, S. (2007). Arguing in and across disciplinary boundaries in applied linguistics
and cultural studies. In A. McCabe, M. O'Donnell & R. Whittaker (Eds.),
Advances in language and education. London and New York: Continuum.
Hood, S., & Martin, J. R. (2007). Invoking attitude: The play of graduation in
appraising discourse. In J. Webster, C. Matthiessen & R. Hasan (Eds.),
Continuing discourse on language (Vol. 2, pp. 195-220). London: Equinox.
258

Hyland, K. (2002). Authority and invisibility: Authorial identity in academic writing.
Journal of Pragmatics, 34(8), 1091-1112.
Hyland, K. (2010). Community and individuality: Performing identity in applied
linguistics. Written Communication, 27(2), 159-188.
Ivanic, R. (1998). Writing and identity: The discoursal construction of identity in
academic writing. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Ivanic, R. (2004). Discourses of writing and learning to write. Language and
Education, 18(3), 220-245.
Ivanic, R., & Camps, D. (2001). I am how I sound: Voice as self-representation in L2
writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 10, 3-33.
Jones, J. (2001). Generic Attributes: An agenda for reform or control? Paper
presented at the Language and Academic Skills Conference: Changing
Identities, University of Wollongong, Australia.
Jones, J. (2004). Learning to write in the disciplines: The application of systemic
functional linguistic theory to the teaching and research of student writing. In
L. Ravelli & R. Ellis (Eds.), Analysing academic writing: Contextualized
frameworks (pp. 254-273). London: Continuum.
Kamberelis, G., & Scott, K. D. (1992). Other people's voices: The coarticulation of
texts and subjectivities. Linguistics and Education, 4(3-4), 359-403.
Kamler, B. (2001). Relocating the personal. New York: State University of New
York Press.
Kamler, B., & Thomson, P. (2006). Helping doctoral students write. Milton Park:
Routledge.
Kamuf, P. (1991). Derrida reader: Between the blinds. New York: Columbia
University Press.
Kirby, V. (2006). Judith Butler: Live theory. London and New York: Continuum.
Koehne, N. (2006). (Be)coming, (be)longing: Ways in which international students
talk about themselves. Discourse Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education,
27(2), 241-257.
Kress, G. (2003). Literacy in the new media age. London: Routledge.
Kress, G., & Van Leeuwen, T. (2006). Reading images: The grammar of visual
design (2nd ed.). Abingdon, Oxon and New York: Routledge.
Kuhn, T. (1962). The structure of scientific revolutions. Chicago: Chicago University
Press.
Lather, P. (2006). Paradigm proliferation as a good thing to think with: Teaching
research in education as a wild profusion. International Journal of Qualitative
Studies in Education, 19(1), 35-57.
Lea, M., & Street, B. (1998). Student writing in higher education: An academic
literacies approach. Studies in Higher Education, 23(2), 157-171.
Lee, A. (1997). Working together? Academic literacies, co production and
professional partnerships. Literacy and Numeracy Studies, 7(2), 65-82.
Lee, A. (2000). Discourse analysis and cultural (re)writing. In A. Lee & C. Poynton
(Eds.), Culture and text (pp. 188-202). St Leonards: Allen and Unwin.
Lee, A., & Boud, D. (2009). Framing doctoral education as practice. In D. Boud & A.
Lee (Eds.), Changing practices of doctoral education (pp. 10-25). London and
New York: Routledge.
Lee, A., & Boud, M. (2003). Writing groups, change and academic identity: Research
development as local practice. Studies in Higher Education, 28(2), 187-200.

259

Lee, A., & Green, B. (Eds.). (1998). Postgraduate studies: Postgraduate pedagogy
Sydney: Centre for Language and Literacy, University of Technology,
Sydney.
Lee, A., & Poynton, C. (Eds.). (2000). Culture and text. St Leonards: Allen and
Unwin.
Lentricchia, F., & McLaughlin, T. (Eds.). (1995). Critical terms for literary study
(2nd ed.). Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press.
Lillis, T. (2001). Student writing: Access, regulation, desire. London and New York:
Routledge.
Lillis, T. (2003). Student writing as 'Academic Literacies': Drawing on Bakhtin to
move from critique to design. Language and Education, 17(3), 192-207.
Lillis, T., & Curry, M. J. (2006). Professional academic writing by multilingual
scholars: Interactions with literacy brokers in the production of Englishmedium texts. Written Communication, 23(1), 3-35.
Lillis, T., & Scott, M. (2007). Defining academic literacies research: Issues of
epistemology, ideology and strategy. Journal of Applied Linguistics, 4(1), 532.
Lillis, T., & Turner, J. (2001). Student writing in higher education: Contemporary
confusion, traditional concerns. Teaching in Higher Education, 6(1), 57-68.
Luke, A. (1992). The Body Literate: Discourse and inscription in early literacy
training. Linguistics and Education, 4(1), 107-129.
Luke, A. (2003). After the marketplace: Evidence, social science and educational
research. The Australian Educational Researcher, 30(2), 87-107.
Magnus, K. D. (2006). The unaccountable subject: Judith Butler and the social
conditions of intersubjective agency. Hypatia, 21(2), 81-103.
Manathunga, C., Lant, P., & Mellick, G. (2007). Developing professional researchers:
Research students’ graduate attributes. Studies in Continuing Education,
29(1), 19-36.
Marginson, S. (2007). Global setting, national policy and higher education in 2007.
Melbourne: University of Melbourne.
Martin, J. R. (1993a). Life as a noun: Arresting the universe in science and
humanities. In M. A. K. Halliday & J. R. Martin (Eds.), Writing science:
Literacy and discursive power (pp. 221-267). London: Falmer Press.
Martin, J. R. (1993b). Literacy in science: Learning to handle text as technology. In
M. A. K. Halliday & J. R. Martin (Eds.), Writing science. Literacy and
discursive power (pp. 166-202). London: Falmer Press.
Martin, J. R., & Rose, D. (2003). Working with discourse: Meaning beyond the
clause. London and New York: Continuum.
Maton, K. (2000). Languages of Legitimation: The structuring significance for
intellectual fields of strategic knowledge claims. British Journal of Sociology
of Education, 21(2).
McInnes, D. (2008). Sissy-boy melancholy and the educational possibilities of
incoherence. In B. Davies (Ed.), Judith Butler in conversation: Analyzing the
texts and talk of everyday life (pp. 95-116). New York and London:
Routledge.
McInnes, D., & James, B. (2003). Engaging with the personal: Theories of writing
meet theories of the body. International Journal of Learning, 10, 1014-1027.
McRobbie, A. (2006). Vulnerability, violence and (cosmopolitan) ethics: Butler’s
Precarious Life. The British Journal of Sociology 57(1), 69-86.
260

McWilliam, E. (2004). W(h)ither practitioner research? The Australian Educational
Researcher, 31(2), 113-126.
McWilliam, E., Sanderson, D., Evans, T., Lawson, A., & Taylor, P. G. (2006). The
risky business of doctoral management. Asia Pacific Journal of Education,
26(2), 209-221.
McWilliam, E., Taylor, P., Thomson.P., Green, B., Maxwell, T., Wildy, H., et al.
(2002). Research training in doctoral programs: What can be learned from
professional doctorates? Canberra.
Mills, S. (2003). Michel Foucault. London: Routledge.
Moore, R., & Muller, J. (1999). The discourse of 'voice' and the problem of
knowledge and identity in the sociology of education. British Journal of
Sociology of Education, 20(2), 189-206.
Moore, T. (2002). Knowledge and agency: A study of 'metaphenomenal discourse' in
textbooks from three disciplines. English for Specific Purposes, 21, 347-366.
Myton, D. (2003). Soldiering on in the history wars. Campus Review (December 1723), 13.
Nunan, T. (1999, July 12-15). Graduate qualities, employment and mass higher
education. Paper presented at the HERDSA Annual International Conference,
Melbourne, Australia.
Orner, M., Miller, J., & Ellsworth, E. (1996). Excessive moments and educational
discourses that try to contain them. Educational Theory, 46(1), 71-91.
Palfreyman, D. (2005). Othering in an English language program. TESOL Quarterly,
39(2), 211-233.
Paltridge, B. (2002). Thesis and dissertation writing: An examination of published
advice and actual practice. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 21,
125-143.
Paltridge, B. (2004). The exegesis as a genre: An ethnographic examination. In L. J.
Ravelli & R. A. Ellis (Eds.), Analysing academic writing (pp. 84-103).
London: Continuum.
Pennycook, A. (2007). 'The rotation gets thick. The restraints get thin': Creativity,
recontextualisation, and difference. Applied Linguistics, 28(4), 579-596.
Petersen, E. B. (2008). Passionately attached: Academic subjects of desire. In B.
Davies (Ed.), Judith Butler in conversation: Analyzing the texts and talk of
everyday life (pp. 55-67). New York: Routledge.
Popper, K. (1945). The open society and its enemies (Vol. 2): Routledge.
Poynton, C. (1993). Grammar, language and the social: Poststructuralism and
systemic-functional linguistics. Social Semiotics, 3(1), 1-21.
Poynton, C. (2000). Linguistics and discourse analysis. In A. Lee & C. Poynton
(Eds.), Culture and text (pp. 19-39). St Leonards: Allen and Unwin.
Poynton, C., & Lee, A. (2000). Culture and text: An introduction. In A. Lee & C.
Poynton (Eds.), Culture and text (pp. 1-18). St Leonards: Allen and Unwin.
Poynton, C., & Lee, A. (2009). Debating Appraisal: On networks and names. In K.
Cruickshank & H. Chen (Eds.), Making a difference: Challenges for applied
linguistics (pp. 21-36). Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars.
Precision. (2007). Graduate employability skills: Prepared for the Business, Industry
and Higher Education Collaboration Council. Retrieved 28.09.08. from
http://www.dest.gov.au/highered/bihecc.
Pullen, A. (2006). Gendering the research self: Social practice and corporeal
multiplicity in the writing of organizational research. Gender, Work and
Organization, 13(3), 277-298.
261

Ravelli, L., & Ellis, R. (Eds.). (2004). Analysing academic writing: Contextualised
frameworks. London: Continuum.
Readings, B. (1996). The university in ruins. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press.
Richardson, L. (2000). Writing: A method of inquiry. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln
(Eds.), The handbook of qualitative research (pp. 516-529). Thousand Oaks:
Sage.
Said, E. (1993). Culture and imperialism. London: Chatto and Windus.
Salih, S. (2002). Judith Butler. London: Routledge.
Salih, S. (2003). Judith Butler and the ethics of difficulty. Critical Quarterly, 45(3),
42-51.
Salih, S. (2004). Introduction. In S. Salih & J. Butler (Eds.), The Judith Butler reader
(pp. 1-17). Malden, USA: Blackwell.
Salih, S., & Butler, J. (Eds.). (2004). The Judith Butler reader. Malden, USA:
Blackwell
Samuels, E. (2002). Critical divides: Judith Butler’s body theory and the question of
disability. National Women's Studies Association Journal, 14(3), 58-76.
Secomb, L. (2008). Words that matter: Reading the performativity of humanity
through Butler and Blanchot. In B. Davies (Ed.), Judith Butler in
conversation: Analyzing the texts and talk of everyday life (pp. 145-162). New
York and London: Routledge.
Sedgwick, E. (2003). Touching feeling: Affect, pedagogy, performativity. Durham,
London: Duke University Press.
Shore, C., & Wright, S. (2004). Whose accountability? Governmentality and the
auditing of universities. Parallax, 10(2), 100-116.
Singh, P., & Doherty, C. (2004). Global cultural flows and pedagogic dilemmas:
Teaching in the global university contact zone. TESOL Quarterly, 38(1), 9-42.
Skeggs, B. (2002). Plenary session: Identity is a privilege. Identity is a resource.
Identity is a fixed positioning that some are forced to perform. Paper
presented at the Knowledge and Discourse Conference. Retrieved 9.02.09,
from http://ec.hku.hk/kd2/speaker-8-abstracts.html.
Starfield, S. (2002). "I'm a second language English speaker": Negotiating writer
identity and authority in Sociology One. Journal of Language, Identity, and
Education, 1(2), 121-140.
Starfield, S., & Ravelli, L. (2006). "The writing of this thesis was a process that I
could not explore with the positivistic detachment of the classical sociologist":
Self and structure in New Humanities research theses. Journal of English for
Academic Purposes, 5, 222-243.
Summers-Bremner, E. (2006). Watching and learning. Parallax, 12(3), 17-26.
Sumsion, J., & Goodfellow, J. (2004). Identifying generic skills through curriculum
mapping: A critical evaluation. Higher Education Research and Development,
23(3), 329-346.
Swain, E. (2007). Construing an effective 'voice' in academic discussion writing: An
Appraisal theory perspective. In A. McCabe, M. O'Donnell & R. Whittaker
(Eds.), Advances in Language and Education (pp. 166-184). London and New
York: Continuum.
Swales, J. (1990). Genre analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Swales, J. (2004). Research genres: Explorations and applications. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
262

Tang, R., & John, S. (1999). The "I" in identity: Exploring writer identity in student
academic writing through the first person pronoun. English for Specific
Purposes, 18, 23-39.
Tardy, C. (2005). "It's like a story": Rhetorical knowledge development in advanced
academic literacy. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 4, 325-338.
Threadgold, T. (1997). Feminist poetics: Poiesis, performance, histories. London and
New York: Routledge.
Threadgold, T. (2003). Cultural studies, critical theory and critical discourse analysis:
Histories, remembering and futures. Linguistik Online, 14(2), 5-37.
Turner, J. (2003). Writing a PhD in the contemporary humanities. Hong Kong
Journal of Applied Linguistics, 8(2), 34-53.
Woodward-Kron, R. (2007). Negotiating meanings and scaffolding learning: Writing
support for non-English speaking background students. Higher Education
Research and Development, 26(3), 253-268.
Woodward-Kron, R. (2009). "This means that...": A linguistic perspective of writing
and learning in a discipline. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 8,
165-179.
Wu, S. M. (2006). Academic writing research: A bibliography for academic writing
research. Retrieved 13.12.07, from http://www.saal.org.sg/sigswu.html
Yates, L. (2003). Interpretive claims and methodological warrant in small-number
qualitative, longitudinal research. International Journal of Social Research
Methodology, 6(3), 223-323.
Youdell, D. (2006). Diversity, inequity, and a poststructural politics for education.
Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 27(1), 33-42.

263

Appendices
Appendix 1

Interview Transcript Conventions

Symbol
‘speech’
.
,
[Initial to indicate speaker identity + talk ]
?
Number eg. 34
Initial I,C,B,A,K at beginning of a turn

word…word (no spacing)

Meaning
Quoted material within a turn
Certainty, completion (typically falling tone)
Parcelling of talk; breathing time
Overlapping utterances
Uncertainty (rising tone, or interrogative)
Speaker turn number
I Interviewer
C Clara
B Bernadette
A Anna
K Kate
Short hesitation within a turn

word …
...word
(6)

Transcript has been shortened at this point

WORDS IN CAPITALS
xxx
>> word<<
^^ word^^
En Dash – then talk
(laughter)
*name
Adapted from Robyn Woodward-Kron (2007, p. 267).

Emphasis and/or increased volume
Recording unclear
Talk slower than surrounding text
Talk faster than surrounding text
False start/restart
Non-verbal information
a pseudonym that has not already been identified has been inserted

long pause number indicating length in seconds
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Appendix 2

Questions for First Interview

General questions
What motivated you to do a PhD?
How did you choose your topic?
What has the process of writing been like so far?
Changes
What if anything have you decided to change throughout the drafts of your writing?
Why/how did you decide to reorganise your ideas through drafts to the final
document?
How did you use your own notes to yourself in the margins?
How did you decide on headings/sub headings for your drafts and final document?
Are the bold areas significant?
What do you see as important/interesting in your drafting process?
What role do the notes in the margins play in your writing?
What things did you choose to leave out of your writing? Why?
Specific questions to the text
Can you talk to me about the process of organising your texts eg putting in sections,
headings, sub headings, paragraphing?
What about the bolded sections?
Can you talk to me about the process of organising your argument, point of view/s in
your texts? Changes between early drafts and final document?
Can you talk to me about your use of theory in your texts?
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Appendix 3

Email Request to Supervisors for Potential

Participants

Dear Supervisor

X suggested I contact you re my research. X is my supervisor for my PhD in
which I am looking at the writing and experiences of postgraduate students. I
would like to interview students enrolled in research post grad degrees and
also collect drafts of their writing. My aim is to gain an understanding of why
students choose to represent their ideas in particular ways and why students
decide to make or not make changes between drafts.

X suggested that I contact you to see if you might be able to suggest some
students who might be interested in being interviewed. The project has ethics
clearance and I can send you further information, or talk to you further about
the project if you would like.

Thank you
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